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NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFPETY BOARD
WASHINGTON, D.C.

SAFETY EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION OF DETECTION AND
CONTROL OF UNSAPE INTERSTATE COMMERCIAL DRIVERS
THROUQH THE NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER, STATE DRIVER
LICENSING POLICIES, AND THE FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER

' SAPRTY REGULATIONS

Adopted: February 15, 1880

INTRODUCTION

About 7:50 a.m. on March 8, 1977, a schoolbus stopped on U.8. Highway 29 near
Rustburg, Virginia. lights flashing, to pick up passengers for the ttip to a Campbell County
public elementary school. Just as the busdriver opened the door, the bus was struck from
behind by a loaded tractor-semitrailer weighing ncarly 75,000 pounds. The bus overturned
as it was spun across two traffic lanes and came to rest on its side 222 feet from the point
of impact, Three of the children on the schoolbus died and 29 children, the busdriver, and
the truckdriver were injured as a result of the collislon. 1/

The Safety Board's Investigation of the accident revealed that the driver of the
tiactor-semitrailer had a record of 41 traffic convictions in 8 States in a 17-year period
(31 of them for sp2eding), 8 deivesr license suspensions, and 4 other accidents. He held two
valid driver licenses, one issued by the State of Florids and one by the State of North
Carolina. Investigato's determined that the driver's r:edical certificate had expired. Had
his medical certificate been current he would not have been disqualified to operate a
heavy truck, In spite of his record of unsafe driving.

Fatal accidents involving heavy trucka?—’ are Increasing &t an alarming rate, In
1978, heavy truck acecldents kille. more than 3,000 persons-~accounting for 10 percent of
all highway deaths in the United States that year. Safety Board investigations Indicate
that some of the commercial drivers involved In these accidents, like tho driver In the
Rustburg, Virginia, case, are "problem dJrivers"--drivers whose records of traffic
conviations, driver license suspensions, and accidents indicate a flagrant and repeated
disregard for the safety of other highway users. Yet, these problem commerclal drivers
continue to be licensed by the States and employzd by motor carriers te operate the
‘argest and heaviest vehicles on the highways,

Unsafe drivers of heavy trucks and other commercial vehicles In interstate
eommerce are subject to detection and control at three levels:

1/ Highway Accident Report. "Tractor-Semitrailer/Schoolbus Colliston and Overturn,
Rustburg, Virginia, March 8, 1977," Report No, NTSB-HAR-78-1, February 23, 1978,

4/ Heavy trucks are single-unit trucks over 20,000 pounds gross vehicle weight and all
multiunit trucks {trueks or truck-tractors with one or more trailing units),
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== by State licens!ng authorities throigh screening of driver license applicants,
monitoring of driver records, and withdrawal or Jenial of the driving privilege;

-- by screening of driver license applicants, at State request, through the National
Driver Register (NDR), a national Index of porsons whose driving privilege has been
withdrawn or denled by a State; and

— by employing interstate motor carriers, through screening of the driving records
of employment applicants and through periodic screening of the records of employed
drivers, in compliance with the Federal Motor Carrler Safety Regulations, 3/

The investigative evidence ti:at probiem commercial drivers are slipping through
this system, urdetected and uncontrolled, demonitrates that the system is not effectively
accomplishing its purpose. A major problem is that the States and motor carriers have no
effective means of determining a commerecial driver's complete <riviag record. There are
56 separate driver licensing jurisdictions, eich with its own system of driver
records. 4/ Unlike commercial aviation and mariie transportation, In which the complete
nationwide safety record of a commercial aircraft or vessel pilot cen be checked with a
single inquiry, there Is no single source o' complete commercisl driver record
information. The States and motor carrlers ca:n obtain driver record information from
individual States--but the system does not proside an effective means of determining
which States, or how many, may have records pertulning to a particular commercial
driver. Because it is not practical for States or motor carriers to make $& inquirtes into
the driving record of each applizant for a commerelal driver licens. or commercial
employment, licensing and employment decislois often are made without knowledge of
the driver's complete driving history.

Since its first investigation of a hea'y truck accident invelving a problem
coinmercial deiver in 1971, the Safety Board h:s repertedly called for improvements in
the system. Improvements, however, have been implenented slowly or not at all.

In (iscal year 1978 the Safety Board, in:reasingly concerned about the ability of
problem commercial drivers to escape detection and eontrol and to continue operating
heavy trucks and other comu.erclal vehicles, initiated a safety objective to stimulate
needed improvements at one level of the detection and control system: the National
Driver hegister (NDR). The goals of the NDR sefety objective are:

1) To obtain access to NDR infrrmation, through State driver licensing
authorities, for commerc!al motor carriers, who are dented such access under
the current NDR statute; and

2} To obtain improved participation in the NDR program by the States in both the
submisston and utilization of NDX: data,

To carry out this safety objective, the Safety Board:

~« launched a series of 41 limited investigations of sclected heavy truck accidents in
which problem drivers were suspected to b involved;

37 The Siates have Jurlsdietion to regulate motor carriers in intrastate commerce,
4/ The 55 jurisdieticns inelude the 50 States, the Distriet of Columbia, and the

5 U.S. Territories. The term State(s) In Lhis report is Intended to include any

or all of the 58 driver licensing jurisdietions,
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~ reviewed data from three previous major Safety Board investigations of heavy
truck accidents which involved problem commerecial drivers;

— reviewed annual fatal eecident data relating to heavy trucks for the years 1975
through 1978;

- made inquiries to States concerning their policies and practices on use of the
NDR, driver licensing, and driver records;

-~ reviewed significant studies and reports of other organizations pertaining to the
NDR and its use and *» State driver licensing rolicies,

—~ reviewed key PFederal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations pertaining to
disqualification of commerclal drivers and th: driver screening responsibilities of
interstate motor carriers; and

— anelyzed the potential value of the NDR as a too! for the detection and control of
problem commercial drivers.

Legislation to establish a fully automated NDR ard to authorize motor carrier
arcess to NDR data was being considered by the Congresy in 1978; however, instead the
Congress directed that the Secretary of Transportation conduct a comprehensive
evaluation of the possibility of revising the NDR to facilitate the interstate exchange of
driver record Information electronically, As of January 13, 1980, the evaluation had not
yet been released by the Department,

This safety elfectiveness evaluation i3 intended to complement the Department of
Transyortation's NDR evaluation by presenting the results of the Safety Board's safety
objective activities and identifying deficiencles in tiv existing system for deteetion and
contral of problem commerclal drivers. The nced for implementation of the
improsements stated in the Board's NDR safety objective -« motor carrier acce:s to NDR
infornation through State licensing authoritles, end Improved participation in the NDR
program by the Statas -- s evaluated, as well as other needed improvements for
Getecting and controlling problem commerical drivers.

This repoi't was prepered pursuant to Section 304(sX3) of the Independent Safety
Board Act of 1774 (40 USC 1901), which provides that the Board shall "issue periodic
repotit to the Congress, Federal, State, end locsl agencies concerned with transportation
safety, and other interested persons recommending and advocating meaningful responses
to reduce the llkalihood of . . . transportation aceidents ., ..

FATAL ACCIDENT DATA--HEAVY TRUCKS

In 1978, 5,015 persons were killed in 4,235 fatal accidents involving heavy trucks,
accounling for 10 percent of all highway fatalities and neatly 10 porcent of all fatal
highway accidents In the United States that year, Compared to 1975, these figures
represent a 48-percent Increase in fatal aceidents and a 44-pereent increase in fatalitles.
The Imlea?es msy be explained only partially by increases in heavy truek accldent
exposure. 5

57 Comparable eéxposure data are not available for all heavy trucks. However, fatal
accldents involving heavy trucks of two or more units -~ which aceount for more than 90
percent of all heavy truck fatal accidents and satalities -~ increased more than twice &s

rapidly between 1975 and 1978 as the number of miles traveled by these teucks,




The number of fatal heavy truck accidents which involved driver ecror Is not known.
However, the invalvement of drlver error In commercial vehicle areidents is indicated by
the fact that, of the 34,728 commercial vehicle aceldents reported to the Buresu of Motor
Carrier Safety in 1978 by interstate motor carrliers, 11,806 (34 percent) were
single-vehicle accidents. 6/

The vast majority of the fatalities in hea\q‘v truck accldents are occupants of other
vehicles. According to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, in 1978:

In multivehicle fatal accldants involving heavy trucks, 91 percent of the
deaths were In vehiclez other thun heavy teneks. In two-vehicle fatal accidents
involving a car and a heavy truck, 97 percant of the fatalities were In the car. This
3211 ratio for faralities in passengur cars versus trucks illustrates quite forcefully
the great difference in mass between the two vehicles, 7/

This ratio and the total number of fatalities in heavy truck accldents are likely to
increcse even more as the shift to smaller, lighter passenger cars continues to further
increase the difference in mass betveen cars and heavy trucks.

Driver conduct is critical in the operation of large commerclal vehicles because of
the relatively higher lavel of risk associated with accidents Involving these vehicles, This
higher level of risk is due to:

- 'l‘heI llonger stopping distances of heavy vehicles compared to other
vohicles;
The higher crash fcroes associated with heavy vehicles, which increase
the potentlal severity of acclident consequences; and
The large number of commercial vehicles transporting bulk hazardous
materials--such as pressurized flammable liquids; poisons; and
corrosives--which, {f released In aceidents, can result in catastrophle
consequences which may affect not only the crash vehleles and their
occupants, but surrounding communities as well (the July 1978 fiery
crash of a propans tank truck in a campground in Spai: killed more than
150 people).

THE ONE-LICENSE CONCEPT

The "one-license” concept is central to tho detection and control of problem
commetcial drivers, Ity purpose is to prevent abuse of the driving privilege by a deiver
who, upon suspension of the driving privilege by one State, simply crosses State lines to
obtain a license from another State and continues driving as irresponsibly as before. The
one-licenss concept Is also directed at curtailing the holding of more than one license at a
time. A letter to the Safety Board from a Mississippi driver licensing official described
the . rultipte license problem:

¥le know that many truck drivers are obtaining driver licenses in
most states that they travel through. This is done on purpose and s
done by meking minor changes inthe first or middle names, If they

8/ Federal Highway Administeation, "1978 Accidents of Motor Carriers of
roperty,” and "1978 Accidents of Motor Carriers of Passengers.”

7/ Natlonal Highwsy Traffic Safety Administeation, "Fatal Accident Reporting

Sys:iem 1978 Annual Repoet,” DOT H3-804-832, September 1979,
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deny holding a valid license when they apply for your state's driver
llcense, it is impossible now te run a sheck through anyone to establish
if they have given false information,

The reason, as you know, to obtain these liceuses is to switeh
them around so that they do not receive too meny convictions on uny
one driver license. They do not want to attract any attention to
themselves by any driver improvement office. The citizen bard radio is
educating these drivers in how to obtain driver licenses. The buddy
system s used in giving each other thelr home address to be used on &
driver license, This true address appears on these driver licenses. This,
in my orlnlon, is why it has been extremely hard to slow the truck down
to the fifty-five miles per hour speed limit, Many companies pay their
driver's fines. Thus, as long as they can avoid the driver improvement
programs trey will not comply with the law. 8/

The one-licensa concept is based upon the philosophy that deiver leenses issued by
tha States do not constitute scparate privileges to drive; rather, each individual has a
single, nationwide driving privilege which may be certified by any State by issuing a driver
license. The privilege to drive more than one particular class of vehicle, while subjeet to
restrictions, is part of the single driving privilege.

In practice, the one-license concept 1neans that:

-= A driver should held only on¢ driver license at a given time, issuec by the
State of residence.

-~ The privilege to drive two or more classes of vehicles should be indicated
by endorsement on the driver's license, rather than by issuance of separate
Heenses,

-- When a new resident applies fot a license, he or she should be required to
surrender any valld driver license issued by another State, and that license
should be returned to the issuing State, with a report of sction taken.

The one-license concept is expressed in the provisions of three documents -- the
Uniform Vehicle Code, the Driver License Compact, and Federal Highway Safety Program
Standard No. §, "Dtiver Licensing."

The Uniform Vehicle Code is & model system of traffic laws recommended to the
States by the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and Ordinances. The code,
revised in 1979 (section unchang=d), recommends that the States adopt laws implementing
the ore-license concept. (See appendix A.)

The Driver License Compact, an interstate sgroement to abide by certain uniform
rules and practices In driver licensing, contains provisions which member States agree to
follow to implement the one-license concept. The Coinpact also provides that & member
State which convicts a nonresident driver of a traffic violation shall notify the driver's
State of linense, and that State shall give certain convictions of other member States the
same effect as its own convictions. Thirty States have signed the Driver License
Compact, (See appendix B.)

8§/ Letter at Appendix D.
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Highway Safety Program Standard No, 5, a Federal safety standard administered by
the Department of Transpocrtation, requires that States adhere to the one-license concept
in Jdriver licensing. (See appendix C.) If a State falls to comply with the standard, the
Secretary of Transportation may retuce Federal funding for the State's highway salety
programs. However, the Secretary Is nrot required to require compllianca with the
standard, or with every element of the standard, in every State. The authorized sanction
hes never been applied to any State for noncompliance with the standard.

On June 7, 1978, the Safety Board issued a recommendation to the Governors of all
of the States, calling upon them to review their driver licensing policies and rvvise them
8s necessary to insura conformity with the one-license concept. (Safety Recommendation
No. H-78-45). In response to this recommendation, the Safety Board received substantive
replies from 15 States and letters from 8 States acknowledging its receipt. (See
appendix D.)

PROBLEM COMMERCIAL DRIVERS AND LOJPHOLES IN THE
DETECTION AND CONTROL SYSTEM

The current system for detecting and controlling problem commercial drivers
contains certain features at each level -~ the NDR, State driver licensing policles, and
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations -- which limit the ability of the system to
accomplish its intended purpose. These "loopholes" permit some of the worst drivers to
continue to be licensed and employed to operate heavy trucks and other commerciel
vehicles,

Many of the loopholas in the detection and control system have been identified by
Safe'y Board Investigations and in studies by other organizations, Additional information
has been developed through the Safety Board's NDR safety objective activities. These
ioopholes at each level of the system are described below,

THE NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER

The National Driver Register (NDR) is a central listing of persons whose driving
privilege has been withdrawn (suspended or revoked) or denied by &ny State because of a
serious traffic violation or a rerles of violations. The purpose of the NDR is to assist tre
States in preventing the inadvertent issuance of a driver licens2 to u person whose driving
privilege has been withdrawn or denied by another State.

The NDR is administered by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) in the Department of Transportation, pursuant to the provisions of the National
Driver Register Law, as amended. (See appendix E.) This statute provides that the NDR
may be used only by the States and by Federal agencies which issue driver permits, and
only for the purpose of issuance and renewal of driver licenses snd permits. These
restrictions effectively preclude motor carrier access to NDR information, either directly
or indirectly, through Stste authorities.

The States participate in the NDR progrem voluntarily by notifying the NDR when a
person' driving privilege is denicd, withdrawn, or reinstated, and by requesting NDR
checks on spplicants for original or renewal driver licenses. When a State requests en
NDR check, it receives a report only {f the check results in a "probable identification® of
a person whose driving privilege has been withdrawn or denlea.
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In addition to the initial check of the NDR file in response to a State's request, the
NDR staff continues to check the file periodically for 3 1/2 months after the request is
recelved. The purpose of this "delayed search™ procedure is to detect drivers who,
knowing that & suspension aection is pending in one State, apply for a driver license in
another State before the suspension is actually imposed. If a driver who was not
identified by an initial NDR check Is subsequently identified by a delayed search, the
State which made the original inquiry is notified of the driver's status. Even though the
driver has probably already received a driver license by the tiine the State receives the
delayed search report, the State can cancel or revoke the license, and contact the driver
to rzquest ;hat the license be surrendered (or attempt to locate the driver and confiscate
the license).

Although the NDR is computer-assisted, inquiries from the States are sent to the
NDR {n Washington, D.C., by mail, and NDR reports are mailed back to the States, The
entire process, from the time the State mails an inquiry to the time it receives an NDR
report, normally takes 10 to 14 days.

Serious deficiencies in the NDR have been identified by the Safety Boerd, the
States, and a number of other organizations. There appears to be widespread agreement
that the system is not operating effectively because motor carriers are denied access to
NDR information; the NDR response time is too slow; and many States do not participate
fully in either the submission or utilization of NDR data.

Motor Carriers Denied Access

The Safety Board called for revision of the NDR in 1972 following it investigation
of a fatsl heavy truck accldent involving & problem commereial driver. 9/ The aceident
occurred at Moscow, Pennsylvania, on September §, 1971. A tructor-cargo tank
semitrailer was coasting out of gear down a steep grade at excessive speed when the
driver lost control in & curve, and the semitrailer overturned ento a Volkswagen Microbus
and burst into flames. The four occupants of the Microbus — a man, his wife, and their
two young children -- were killed, The truckdriver received third-degree burns over 40
percent of his body and an unauthorized passenger in the tractor's cab received minor
burns. As a result of the accident the truckdriver was vonvicted of four counts of
involuntary manslaughter,

The Safety Board's investigaticn revealed that the accident occurred 23 days after
the driver was hired by an interstate motor carrier who did not inquire into the driver's
driving record. The truckdriver was driving under a temporary driver license that had
been issued by the State of New Jersey shortly after that State had suspended the driver's
license an¢ while that suspension was still in effect.

The driver had & record of 6 previous suspensions in New Jersey and 2 previous
suspensions in Pennsylvania, and records in several States of a total of 22 traffic
corvictions and 7 previous aceidents. The driver's State of license, New Jersey, was not
aware of much of the driver's driving record. Had the State fully used the NDR, its
inadvertent issuance of a new, temporary driver license to a suspended driver could have
been prevented. Had the motor carrier teen able to obtain driver record information by
making a single inquiry, the carrier could have discovered the driver's actual driving
record and might not have hired him.

9/ Highway Accident Report, "Tank-Truck Combination Overturn Onto a Volkswagen
Microbus Followed by Fire: U.S. Route 611, Moscow, Pennsylvania, September 25, 1971,"

Report No. NTSB-HAR-72-6, October 18, 1972.
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As & result of its investigation, the Safety Board became concerned about the lack
of an effective way for a State or a motor carrier to determine accurately a driver's
complete driving record. When the investigation was completed in 1972, the Safety Board
recommended that:

The National ilighway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) request
legislation to revise its National Driver Register Service to make
convictions of all hazardous traffic offenses committed in any State
known to any other State as well as the resident State of the driver.
Commercial motor vehicles drivers' records should be made evailable to
all motor carrier employers seeking to conduet a driver's record
investigation as required by the Motor Carrier Safety Regulations
(381,23). (Recommendation No, H-72~43.)

In 1973, the NHTSA awarded & contract {or a study of ways of improving the NDR |
to make the service more useful to the States, The study 10/ Included an NDR conference .
of representatives of State, Federal and private interests at Louisville, Kentueky, July 24 "
to 26, 1973. One of the improvements desired by the conferees was authorizailon for

motor carrier access to NDR information, through State authorities, for employment 4y
purposes. '

In its 1976 Annual Report to Congress, the Safety Board advised the Congress of the 5
need for motor carrier access to NDR information. The report observed that the Federal s
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations require intersiate motor carriers to review the driving

records of both applicant and eraployed drivers, but that motor earrie s have no effective

means of determining which States have r2cords on a particular driver, or whether a

driver's driving privilege has been suspended by one of the States,

Slow NDR Response Time

Participants in the 1973 NDR conference a'so recommended that the NDR be
converted to an on-line, rapid response service. When the NDR was established in 1960,
most of the States required time to check State driver records before issuing a driver
license to an applicant, and the NDR could be checked during that time, Since 1980,
however, most States have automated or computerized thefr driver records systems,
permitting them to perform .ecords checks almost instantaneously and to issue a driver
license to an applicant "over-he-countei” -- usually on the same day the application is
made, The NDR, however, ht 0ot been responsive to changing State needs--the response
time is still 10 to 14 days. Because the NDR does not have a same-day inquiry response
capablility, in most States an MDR report is rot received until after an applicant has
already been issued a driver license.

Although a State can subsequently suspend the licanse after it recelves and verifies
the NDR report, the license itself will not indicate the suspension. Driver llcense
officlals are often frustrated in their attempts to recover licenses from drivers after a
suspension is imposed. A driver license official in Florida wrote to the Safety Board:

10/ Safety Manggement Institute, "National Driver Register Study of Alternatives, N
Final Report,” DOT HS-021-3-625, National Highway Traftic Safety Administration, SR
1973, by
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In 1967, Florida adopted by statute the Driver License Compaot which
requires that drivers applying for = Ploride driver's license must surrender all
licenses issued and currently in force In other party states, However, Plorida
is also an across-the-counter driver llcense Issuence state. If an applicant
felsities his application, he can not always be located following the time it
tekes to recelve a reply from the National Driver Register (currently o
minimum of two weeks). Rapld access to the National Driver Register would
have provided s check on the licensing of habitual offenders such as {the
driver in the Rustburg, Virginia case] . (See appendix D.)

Two years after the NDR Conference at Louisville, Kentucky, a second study was
undertaken to determine the feasibility and design of an on-line, rapid response NDR
system., The study indiceted that 41 States desired a rapld responsc service, and 34
desired an or-line, virtually instantaneous electronie inquiry service. 11/

in 1977, legislation was introduced to revise the NDR as an on-line, rapid response
system and to permit access to NDR inforniation by motor cerriers and other potential
users who are denled access under the current statute. The legislation was subsequently
incorporated in proposed provisions of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978,
However, the Conference Committee for the House and Senate determined that the major
NDR revislons proposed required study. The Aot was adopted without the NDR proposals;
instead, the Ceongress directed that the Secretary of Transportation perform a
comprehensive evaluation of the possibility of fully automating the NDR to provide an
electronic communications system for the direct exchange of driver record information
among the States.

Inadequate State Participation

In 1978, the U.S, General Accounting Office reviewed the NDR program and issued
its report, "The National Driver Register--A Valuable %lcensing Tool that Needs to be
Improved." 12/ One year later, in July 1978, Citizens for Better Driving Records, Inec,,
reported the findings of its NHTSA-sponsored study of NDR participation by four
States, 13/ Both of these studies found that participation in the NDR varies in degree
among the States. The Safety Board developed similar information by making inquirles to
State driver licensing officlals on their policies concerning use of the NDR. This
combined information indicates that the States are not using the NDR to its full potential,
and that inadequate participation, in turn, Is one reason why some States do not
participste fully.

Many States ere selective in the types of Informaticn they submit to the NDR,
Some States, such as Rhode Island and Delaware, submit oll suspensions and revocations,
while a few States, such as Kansas, do not submit any. Vermont submits only those
suspensions imposed for a conviction of driving under the influance of aleohol or drugs, or
in connection with a fatal aceldent. In Maine and Massachusetts, State privacy laws
prohibit subinission of the reason for a suspension.

117 Rockwell International, "System Definition Report for the National Driver Register
Design Study,” National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Report No,
DOT-HS-802-521, August 1975.

12/ Report No. CED~78+129, June 15, 1978,

13/ Nathanson, Kenneth L. and Prances M., Citizens for Better Driving Records, Ine,,
iNational Driver Register Study of Selected States, Final Report," prepared for the
Natlonal Highway Traftic Safety Administeation, July 1878,
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The retrieval of NDR data also varies from State-to-State. Some States check the
NDR on all applicants for an original or renewal driver license, while some States check
only original applicants, or do not check the NDR at all. In some cases, a State will not
check the NDR if the applicant surrenders a valld license from another State, or will
check only in suspicious cases, These differences In the retrieval of informatlon are
reflected in the relative level of NDR use among the States. The General Accounting
Oftice found that in 1676 Texas made almost 3.5 million inquiries to the NDR while
Florida that year made 10 and California, none,

A significant finding of the Citizens for Better Driving Records study is that in
many cases, States do not deny licenses to suspended drivers identified by the NDR. One
reason for not aoting on an NDR report is that the laws or policies of most States require
that the reason for the suspension, and In some cases the length of the suspension, ve
compatible with, or substantially match, those provided for in the State's motor vehicle
code. One example of this concerns convietions of drunk driving. The study notes *hat
Virginla, which uses a compatibllity test, expresses the violation as "driving while
intoxicated." North Carolina expresses the viclation as "blood aleohol content." Because
of the difference in terms, Virginia does not honor cdrunk driving convietions and
suspensions imposed by iorth Carolina -- which, the study observes, may have serious
implications because the two States are contiguous.

A related problem is that most States require an actual driver record abstract (in
somg cases a certified abstract) as a basis for license denial. These States, and those
which apply & compatibility test, are sometimes frustrated in their efforts to meet the
requirements for license denfal because come States, for privacy reasons, withhold the
reason for a suspension or restrict release of driver record abstracts. According to
Citizens for Better Driving Records, this means that a suspended driver will "obtaln &
license by default,” The same study found that a driver whose suspension by cne State is
imminent may be able to obtain and keep a license from another State by tsking
advantage of the normal administrative delays between the violation, conviction,
suspension, and notification of the NDR. Because of thuse delays the driver, when
applying for a license, may be able to state honestly that he or she is not or has not been
suspended. The laws of some States (lowa and Pennsylvania wete cited) require that the
driver must be permitted to retain a license once it is issued even if a delayed search
NDR report eventually indicates a subsequent suspension, because the driver's privilege
was "valid at the time of issue."

A relatively common complaint among State driver licensing officlals is that NDR
data are cometimes not up-to-date because some States are delinquent in notifying the
NDR of the date a driver's privilcge Is restored. For example, a Vermont driver lic2nsing
official wrote to the Safety Board:

A major area of concern with information received from the National
Driver Register is that notices will be recelved that a person has been
convicted of an offense or his license has been suspended or revoked
and a follow-up check with the State In which the suspension or
revocation occurred wlll Indicate reinstetement -- sometimes many
raonths previous. 14/

14/ Letter deted March 28, 1378, from Donald C. Dolliver, Director of Field
Services, State of Vermont Department of Motor Vehicles, to Thomas QG.
Calderwood, Highway Safety Speclalist, National Transportation Safety Board,
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The findings of the two studies of State narticipation in the NDR and information
supplied to the Safety Board by the Stater indicate that inadequate State: participation,
NDR data that are not up-to-date, and the 1srk of on-line, rapid responee inquiry service
impair the effectiveness of State efforts to detect and control problem drivers and
discourags effective participation by the States,

As a result of its NDR study, the General Accounting Office concluded that:

NDR has undoubtedly assisted some States and other licensing
authorlties with their highway safety programs. However, in view of
NDR's baslc objective as stated by the Congress -~ to help prevent
States 'rom licensing individnals whose driving privileges have been
suspended or revoked in other States -- the present system is not
effectivoly accomplishing the inteaded goals or purpose,

In July 1979, the Safety Board submitted comments to the the Department of
Transportation which suggested several NDR Improvements fcr consideration in the
Department's FDR evaluation, (See appendix F.) The Safety Board's comments included
proposals for an on-line, rapid response pointer system with & capability for direct
exchange of driver record information among the States.

In its evaluation of the NDR, the Department of Transportation is studying the need
for reviston of the system. Among the possible improvements under consideration are:

1) Revision of the NDR as a "problem driver pointer system." Instead of
duplicating State information regarding a driver's suspension or revocation, this
system could simply refer the inquiring State to the State(s) which have records of &
driver's suspension or revocation. As a pointer system, the NDR would no longer
have to maintain in its files substantive driver information such as the date of, and
reason for, a driver's suspension.

2) Including In the problem driver pointer system, in addition to drivers whose
privilege has been suspended or revoked, drivers who have been convicted of certain
serlous offenses, including:

o aleohol and drug-related driving offenses;

o a traffic violation arising in connection with an aceident which resulted
in a {fatality;

o fallure to stop, render ald, or provide identification when involved in an
accident resulting in a fatality or personal injury;

o perjury under State statutes related to the ownership or operation of a
motor vehicle;

o reckless driving; and

o racing on highwsys.

3) Conversion to an on-line, rapld response system which would link the NDR to
participating States and facilitate direot interstate exchange of driver record
information through thea NDR communications system,

4) Permitting commercial drivers to obtain coples of their NDR records, through
Steto licensing officials, and to furnish them to cutrent or prospective motor carrler
employers for the purpnse of driver sercening.




9TATE DRIVER LICENSING POLICIES

The States ase responsible for averseeing the conduct of drivers whom they license
by monitoring deiver records and denying or withdrawing the driving privilege of problem
drivers. Any person applying to a State for a driver license Is subjeat to rereenlng of his
or her drivirg record to determine eligibility under the laws and policies of the State.

Studies done by other organizations and responses from State criver licensing
officials to Safety Board inquitles indicate that the degree ¢f adherence to the
one-ilcense concept varies greatly among the States, as do Stste policies regarding
exchange of driver records, suspension and revocation of drivers, and treatment of
out-of-State convictions. Ono study, "Involvement o! Suspended/Revoced Drivers in
Traftic Crashes -- A Statement of the Problem," 15/ evneluded:

Insufficlent data are available to verify the true driver
racord of crash-involved drivers because of multiple ltcensing
(both interstate and intrastate), inadequate investigations,
and inadequate driver record exchange.

Difterences in State driver licensing policies are discussed below.

Adherence to the One-License Concept.~-One NHTSA-sponsored studylg/ indicates that
many States have not fully implemented the one-license concept, and that some States
have laws which are directly contrary to the concept:

Nine states . . . have laws which specifically require a nonresident to
holéd a chauffeur's licensa issued by that state before eccepting
employment from a state resident as a chauffeur. The effeat of such &
law i8 to require a chauffeur, under certain circumstances, to be
licensed in a state whece he does not reslde. If such a chauffeur is also
licensed in his home state, he would have multiple licenses. These laws
very clearly conflict with the one license concept. The nine states are:

Arizona ldaho Rhode Island
Arkansas fowa Tennessee
Plorida Oklahoma West Virginla

In a letter to the Safety Board in response to its one-license concept recom-
mendation, Vermont's Secrota:y of Transportation deseribed the difficulties presented
when a Stato insists on mandatory licensing of some nonresldent drivers:

The one license concept works well in theory, but in practice it does
work a hardship on the operators. For example: New Hampshire has
the one license concept law and If a resldent of New Hampshire is
employed In Massachusetts, that state requires an operator's license to
be fssued by that state to be able to operate motor vehicles in
Massachuseits. When New Hamsphire lssues a licensa to him, they
confiscate the Massachusetts license, then the fellow has no right to

15/ Report No, DOT-HS-804-104, June 1979,

16/ John W. Bnglish, National Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and Ordinances,
iCiassification of Driver's Licenses,! Traffic Laws Commentary, Yol. 8, No. 4,
Natlonal Highway Traftic Safety Adminlstration, Aprll 1977,
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operate motor vehicles in Massachusetts. The lices:se is required in the
state of resldency and many states require a llcense to operate point to
point, or if stationed in that state for employment purposes.

Responses of State driver licensing officials to the Safety Boards one-license
concept recommendation and NDR safety objective inquiries indicate that adherence to
the one-license concept varies in degree from State to State. For example:

[+

Alaska requests surrender of out-of-State llcenses but has no statutory
authority to require thelir surrender,

Texas is ", . . in total agreement with your recommendations, . ... However,
we do not, at the present time, have clear statutory authority to implement
the one license concept in its fullest sense, even though we fully agree with
the principle."

Oklahoma and North Daknta require driver license applicants to surrender any
valid out-of-State licenses und reguest the driver's record from the State
which issued the license;

Indiana accepts a valld out-of-State license as proof that the driver's status (s
nolear.” The llcense is sent to the issuing State and Indiana officials are
"usually advised” of the driver's record;

Missouri's application does not require an applicant to declare an out-of-State
license (Missouri i3 not a2 member of the Driver License Compact);

Kansas and Indiana requi~e that an applicant who is & new resident and does
not surrender an out-of-State license obtain a letter from his or her previous
State of residence stating that the driver's status is clear; if a llcense is
surrendered, it is considered prima facle evidence of the driver's clear status,
and the surrendered liec..se is returned to the State of issue;

Montana and Nevada requira surrender of an out-of-State license and it is
illegal in Montana for a resident to possess more than one valid driver license;

Utah and Wyoming tequire surrcnder of out-of-State licenses unless special
cireumstances exist which require the applicant to have a license from another
State (usually associated with interstate employment).

Messachusetts does not require sutrender of out-of-State licenses;

Arkansas accepts a valld out-of-State license &s evidence that the driver Is in
good standing In the State of issuance, and the diiver's record is rot requested.

Exchange of Driver Record Information.--States routinely exchange deiver record

ation wii

information with other States, notifylng the State of licerse when a nonresident driver
recolves a conviation or is involved in an accldent, and providing delver record abstracts
in response to requests from other States, In some cases, however, exnange of
information is restricted by State pelvacy laws or State poliey. Massachusotts, for
example, doas not routinely request driver record information from other States and does
not notify the State of license when a nonresident driver Is convicted in Massachusetts.
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Restriction: on certain types of information, such as records of accidents, vary a
great deal among: the States. Missourl and Kansas, for example, do not enter accidents on
driver recovds; Minnesota entars aceidents, but deletes them from coples of records which
are being sent to roguesters; and lllinois enters only alcohol-related accidents in deiver
records, and deletes theso entries from abstracts sent to requesters,

A driver liceming official in Kansas told a Safety Board investigator that Kansas has
ditficulty obtaining driver record inforraation from other States becauso some States do
not provide the information requested,

g_ufg nsion and Revocation.-~All of the States provide in some way for withdrawal
(suspensfon or revocatlon) or denial of the deiving privitege for conviotion of a serious
traffic viclation or a series of violations. Thirty-nine States use traffic violation point
sys’ems es a basis for denfal or withdrawal, according to a study which examined the point
systems of all of the States, 17/ Under point systems, a demerit point value is assigned to
each violation of the State's vehicle code, and pcints are entetsd and accumulated in the
driver's record of conviotions, [n some States, denial ce withdrawal of the driving
peivilege is mandatory when a driver has accumulated a specified number of points within
a specified period of time, Other States provide for denfal or withdrawal at the discretion
of licensing officials at a designated level of points.

The point systeimns of most States do not formally specify any difference In their
applicability to commercial and ncacommercial deivers. However, the point systeme
study found that the systems of three States expressly allow commercial drivers to
accumulate a gveater number of points than other drivers before suspension or revocation
action may be. taken:

o California allows a licensee who drives 25,000 miles or mors per year to
accumulate a higher level of points than other drivers before suspension
or revocation action may be taken,

Colorado atlows a higher lovel of points for a chauffeur-class licensee
whose prineipal duty in the coursc of employment is the operation of a
motor vehicle, if all of the points «re accumulated in the course of
employment.

Maryland allows drivers who are required to drive a motor vehicle in the
course of employment to accumulate a higher lavel of points.

The three States cited are the only States which were found to have laws or
regulations formally treating occupational drivers differently froin other drivers under
thalr point systems, Howaver, other States which do not have such formal provisions may
be giving similer considera'’lon to occupational deivers through the discreticaary authority
of lleensing officials,

Out-of-State Convictlons.--The Uniform ‘ehicle Code, Section 6-106{¢c),
recommends that out-of-3tate convietions be entercd on the drlver's reaord "with the
same foree and effeot" os if they were imposed by the licensing State.

77 Willlams, Brenda B., National Committee on Uniform Traffle Laws and Ordinances,
"Point System Comparison,” Traftlec Laws Commentarxa, Vol. 8, No. 2, Natiorial
Highway Traftic Safety Adminfstration =H3-803-818), Pebruary 1979,
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The point systems study found that 32 States speuifically authorize point essessment
{oe out-of-8State convietions. Howsver, some of these Stutes ¢o so only under certain
conditions, or treat out-of-3tate convictions differently from their own convictions. The
study notes, for example, that:

-- Hawaii, Indlana, and South Cesolina assess points only if there Is a
reciprocal agreement with the convicting State.

-= Illinois assesses points only on convletions covered by the Deiver License
Compacot,

-~ Kentucky does not assess points on out-of-Stats speeding convictions,

-~ West Virginia assesses points on all . 't-of-State conviotions except those
of Ohio and Pennsylvanla,

-- Plorida assesses one-half the number of points that would be assessed on
the same convletion in Florida.

The point systems study found that four States (Maryland, Nevade, North Carolina,
and Ohio) spectically nrovide that points may not be assessed on out-of-State convictions,

THE FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY REGULATIONS

The opetation of heavy trucks and other commercial vehicles in interstate
commerce is regulated by the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety in the Department of
Transportation's Federal Highway Administration. The mission of the bureau is to prevent
or reduce accidents involving commercial vehicles in interstate or forolgn commerce and
the fatalities, injuries, and property damage which result from aceidents, In furtherance
of its mission, the bureau administers and enforces the Federal Motor Carrler Safety
Regulations, which inelude provisions pertalning to the qualification and disqualification
of commerelal drivers and the dutles of motor carrlers in selecting drivers and
perlodically reviewing thelr records.

According to the Federal Highway Administration, the driver qualification/die-
qualification provisions of the regulations were established because:

» » « the publie interest in motor vehicle safety requires. . . hiring as cvivers
only persons whose records demonsteate their capabllity for safe operation of
heavy vehieles....

¢ 0880

The overwhelming weight of the avallable evidence ostablishes, beyond
rational doubt, that a driver's predileotion for involvement in serlous
accidents can frequently be foretold by his past delving record and his general
character, Since this is the case, drivers whose records demonstrate that
they are likely to cause highway accidents should not continue operating
heavy vehicles, 18/

187 Federal Highway Administration, "Motor Carrler Safoty Regulations
T\;a?gndmen' No. 10," Docket No. MC-17, Notice 70-5, 35 P.R, 6438-58, April 23,
1970.
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The Safety Boar< reviewed the six sections of the regulations which relate directly
to thu detection and control of the problem commercial driver. (See appendix G.) These
sections: specifly what disqualifies a driver and prohibit &8 motoi carrier from permitting
o requiring a disqualified driver to operate a commercial vehicle; require the driver to
furnish information about his driving record and employment history for the preceding 3
yeaus; and require the motor carrier 18/ tos

- meke Inquiries to State licensing authorities concerning the driving record of the
driver;

- investigate the drivei’s background and character by contacting former
employers; and

- perform annuel reviews of the driving record, background, and character of each
employed driver and consider this information in screening drivers.

These regulations are described below:

Disqualification of Drivers.--The Pederat Motor Carrier Safety Regulations provide
that a motor carrier may not permit or require a disqualified deiver to rate a
commercial vehicle, A driver is disqualified to operate a commercial vehicle if the
driver's deiving privilege is withdrawn or denled by any State, for the duration of the
State's action. A driver Is also disqualified, for 1 year, for conviction of certain offenses
including:

— driving under the influence of alcohol or derugs;

— a crime involving the knowing transportation, possession, or use of drugs;
-~ leaving the scene of an aceident involving personsl injury or death; or

-- & felony involving the use of a motor vehicle,

Two convictions of disqunlifying offenses within a 3-yesr period disqualify a driver to
operate & commarcial vehicle for 3 years,

The disqualifying criving offenses specified in the regulations are only disqualifying
if the driver was operating a commercial vehicle at the time of the offense, and only if
the driver was on duty at that time., For example, a commercial driver convieted of
driving while intoxicated while driving a private car or motoreycle would not be
disqualified, nor would a deiver be Gisqualified if he or she were convicted of deiving while
intoxicated while operating a commercial vehicle off-duty between a terminal and the
deiver's residence. None of the driver records furnished by the States during the Safety
Board's 44 investigations of accldents involving heavy trucks indicated whether or not the
driver was on duty when the violation oceurred, and out of more than 400 entries on the
44 drivers' records, only 2 entries, both for the same offense ("speeding truck"), indicated
the type of vehicle driven.

Alsn, according to the FPaderal Highway Administration Interpretations Manual,
Chapter VI, Par. 2(gK2), a licerso suspension or revocation Is only disqualifying il the
aotion was taken against the driver's privilege to operate a commercinl vehicle; if a State
revoles the driver's privilege to drive a car, but leaves intect the privilege tu operate a
commercial vehicle, the driver Is not disqualified,

197 An "owner-operator” (a motor cerrler who owns and operates his own vehlicle) iy
requited to comply with the requirements pertaining to drivers as well as the
requirements pertaining to motor carriers,
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Unlike State point systems, which pravide for withdrawnl of the deiving privilege
when a delver accumulates a specified level of traffic convictions, the Federal Motor
Cartier Safety Regulations contain no provision for disqualitication of n commercial
driver based on the drivar's cumulative rccord of conviotions. The Pediral Highway
Administration once proposed a rule that a driver who acoumeates three o rmore moving
violatioris within 3 years be disqualified. But, in the final ritle that provision was deleted
because:

It appears that the proposal was too draconian for implementation at
this time, in view of the unevenness of motor vehicle law enforcement
from State-to-State, and lack of a uriform rule as to what constitutes
a oving violation, and the hardships it would work on scme drivers. 20/

Appileation for BmFlo!ment.--Motov carrlers are required to have applicant deivers
fill out and sign an employment application which includes a statement of all previous
addreases, employers, driver licenses, suspensions, revocations, denlals, traffic convie-

tions, and accidents for the preceding 3 years.

Investigations and Inquiries.-~The "Investigations and Inquiries” section of the
regulations specifTes that a motor carrler must, within 30 days after hiring a driver, make
a driver racord inquiry to each State in which the driver held a license or permit during
the preceding ) years. The motor carrier must maintain a file of responses to driver
record inquiries. If a State doas not respond, the motor currler is in compliance with the
requirement if it can be shown that the inquiry was made.

‘The motor carrier must also investigate the driver's xmployment record during the
preceding 3 years by contacting the driver's former amployers, The regulation does not
speclfy what inforrnation is to be obtained, but the motor cerrier is required to maintain a
record of the Investigations and the "comments® of former employers. Again, the motor
carvier Is in compliance with this requirement If the rejuired Investigations were
Inftiated, even if a former employer of the applicant does not reply,

Notification of License Revocation.--The FPederal Motor Carrler Sarely Regulations
require that a corimercial drlver who raceiven a notice that his driving privilege has been
suspended, revoked, or withdrawn notify his or her employer by the end of the next
business day after the notice is recelved.

Record of Yiolations.--A motor carrier must require, and a driver niwst furnish, at
least once every 11 months, a list of all traffic convictions received durirg the previous
12 months, If the driver was not convicted of any violations during that perlod, he or she
mutt sign a statement certifying that no convictions have oceurred. The motor carrier
must keep the list or certificate on file,

Annual Review of Driving Record.--The vegulations also require that a motor
carrier, at loast once every 12 months, review the driving record of each driver It
employs, The annual review provisions require that the motor carrler considir the driver's

307 Federal Highway Administeation, "Motor Cartier Salaty Regulations Armeniment No.
T0," Docket No. MC-%, Notice 70-5, 35 P.R. 8438, April 22, 1970,
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recotd of traffic violations and accidents. The requirements, however, do not provide any
criteria for determinirg the level of accidents and violations above which a driver should
not be permitted to continue operating a commercial vehicle, The motor carrier is
responsible for determining whether ¢f not the driver "meets minimum requirements for
safe driving," but the minimum requirements are not specified in the regulation. The only
guldarce the motor carrler is given is that he must "givy great weight to viulations, such
as speeding, reckless driving, and cperating under the influence of alcohol or drigs, that
indicate that the driver has exhibited a disregard for the safety of the publie.”

SAFETY BOARD ACCIDFNT INVESTIGATION DATA

A total of 44 truckdrivers were involved in tho 41 limited investigations and 3 major
investigations of accidents Involving commercial vehicles conducted by the Safety Board.
(See appendix H.) In almost every case, inquiries were made to all or nearly al of the 48
contiguous States to determine the driving record of each driver. This is the only way
avallable to a State or a motor carrler, or to any individuel or organization, publle o
private, to determine the complete, nationwide driving record of a driver ~- and In
virtually every case investigated by the Safety Board, the procsss of obtaining and
complling the driver's record took months to complete. When the responses to these
inquiries were complled, the coraposite records of the 44 drivers listed a total of 83 driver
licenses, 98 license suspensions, 60 previous accidents, and 456 traffic conviations. These
figures are considered minimum levels, as in some cases complete information was not
available due to lack of response to some inquiries, purges of State records, State privacy
laws, end the lack of a uniform identifier for drivers. 21/

Multiple Licenses

The Ssfety Board's investigations documented 11 cases in which the driver held more
than one valid driver license at a given time, either at the time of the accident
investigated, or within 1 year preceding or following the accident. Of the 44 drivers
investigateci, 3 delvers held 2 licenses and 8 drivers held 3 licenses, for a total of 30 drive:
ltcenses held by these 11 drivers. (See Tabla 1.)

TABLE 1. Driver Licenses

Number of Driver Licenses Held

1 2 3
Number
of

Driveis 33

Total
Licenses 33

Z17 The current NDR law does not permit the Safety Board to use the NDR in condueting
aceldent investigations. The Salety Board can and does use tha NDR, however, for the
purpose of sereening its own employees who apply for Government driver permits.
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Driver License Suspensions and Revocations

Of the 44 drivers, 27 had records of a total of §8 suspensions. For 17 Jrivers, ro
record of suspension or revocation wias detected. The highest number of known
suspensions accumulated by a single driver was 11, all imposed during a 4-yeeor period.
Table 2 shows the distribution of suspensions among the 27 drivers who had current or
previous suspensions.

TABLE 2. Driver License Suspensions
e

Number of Suspensions
None ot
unknown 1 2 3

Number of
Drivers 17

Total
Suspensions 0 8 8 3 24 10 12 14

Accidents

Twenty-six of tho 44 drivers had been involved in a totsl of 60 sraffic accidenis
prior to the accident investigated by the Safety Board. The highest numbers of prior
accidents for a single driver were 8 accldents in & 9-year period and 6 accidents in a
3-year period (the accident investigated was this driver's seventh accident in 3 years).
Including the accidents Investigated by the Safety Board, the total number of accidents
for all 44 drivers was 104. (Sec Table 3.)

TABLE 3. Accldents

Number of Accidents

1 2 3 4 8 6 1

Number of
Drivers 18 10 7 § 2 O 1 44

Total
Accldunts® 18 20 2120 10 O 7 104

*Includes the acelidents investigated by the Safety Board and provious accldents,
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The 44 accidents investigated by the Safety Board resulted in 51 fatalities and 95
injuries. Thirty-four of the accidents resulted in 1 or more fatclities and 10 accidents
were not fatal. Police investigation reports listed improper truckdriver action as a causal
factor In every casa except one; the exceptional case involved no fatalities or injurles.

Traffi2 Convictions

All of the drivers investigated had records of at least 2 and &s many as 41 traffic
convietions. The total number of known convictions of the 44 drivers was 456. The
highest numbers of convietions recorded were 41 in a 17-year perlod; 33 in a 7-year
perlod; and 28 in a S-year period. These figures do not account for differences between
celatively less-serious and more-serious violatlons (some drivers, for example, had
multiple convietions for driving under the influencs of atcohol). The most common
violation was speeding -- more than 60 percent of the total convictions of the 44 drivers
viei 2 for speeding, (See Table 4.)

TABLE 4. Total Convictions, By Type
For All Drivers Investigated

Violation Type Number of Convictions

Speeding 280
Pailure to Obey Traffic Signal

or Stop/Yield Sign 36
Reckless Driving 17
Drlving While l.icense Suspended/

Revoked 12
Improper Turn or Pailure

to Give Proper Signal 12
Driving While Intoxicated or

Under Influence of Aleohol or Drugs
Drlving Without a License

or in Violation of License

Classification
Improper Lane Change or Driving

In Improper Lane
Illegal/Improper Passing
Pollowing too Close
Pallure to Yield Right-of-Way
Improper Lights
Driving on Wrong Side of Road or

Wrong Way o One-Way Street
Miscellaneous

Total 456

Fewer than 7 percent of the “otel convictions of the 44 drivers were for the serious
offenses which the Department o Transportation was considering as pcesible criteria for
Including drivers in the NDR file.
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SELECTED PROBLEM DRIVER CASE HISTORIES

Following are driver histories of several of the commercial drivers who were
involved in heavy truck accldents investigated by the Safety Board. The cases selected
were chosen not because they are necessarily representative or typical, but because they
provide graphic examples of the ways in which some problem drivers are able to evade
detection and control.

There are also a great many commercial drivers who have excellent records of safe
driving. American Trucking Associations, Ine., an industry group, recognizes 150,000
professional truckdrivers with awards every year for their outstanding safety records.
Since 1930, the National Safety Council has presented several million "Safe Driver
Awards" to commerclal drivers. Eecause the Safety Board's evaluation focused
specifically on problem commercial drivers, the case histories below co not reflect the
safety achievements of the millions of commercial drivers who are not problem drivers.

Hanover, Virginia

On December 17, 1978, a tructor-semitrailer was attempting to make a left turn on
a red light from Virginia State Route 3¢ into a truck plaza when it collided with a car
entering the intersection on a graen light. The car's driver was seriously injured and the
truckdriver and a passenger in the car received minor injuries.

The Safety Roard's investigation of the truckdriver's driving record revealed that his
driving privilege was suspended by both Florida and New Jersey at the time of the
accident, and he had nine other suspensions in the 4 years preceding the accident. His
record at that time also included 13 traffic convictions in the & years preceding the
accident.  Although his driving privilege remained suspended in two States, the
truckdriver continued to drive after the accident, accumulating five more violations in
the next 10 months for speeding on Florida highways.

Because the truckdriver is an "owner-operator” (a motor carrier who owns and
operates his own vehicle), he is required to comply with the Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Regulation requirements for motor carriers as well as the requirements for drivers. In
other words, the owner-operator is required to screen his own driving record.

Lynchburg, Virginia

On March 9, 1972, a tractor/cargo tank semitrailer overturned during severe
steering maneuvers as the driver attemptcd to steer the vehicle back into the proper
traffic lane. The semitrailer struck a rock embankment, rupturing the tank shell, and th-
cargo of propane escaped, vaporized, and ignited. The truckdriver and another person
were killed, 5 others were injured, and a house and 12 acres of woodland were destroyed in
the explosion and fire.

The truckdriver held two driver licenses issued by the States of New York and North
Caroina, respectively. The investigation revealed that both of the licenses, as well as a
previous license from another State, had been obtained by falsifying information on
license applications. The driver had not listed any suspensions, violations, or accidents on
any of the three appplications. In a 4-year period, the driver had four accidents, six
traftic violations, and one suspension. The suspension, two violations, and two aceidents
were listed in his employment application, but the employing motor carrier, after
reviewing the driver's application and his driving record in the States listed in the
application, had hired the driver.




Warfordsburg, Pennsylvania

On May 5, 1979, a truck tractor towing a trailer was traveling at a high rate of
speed on Interstate Route 70 near Warfordsburg, Pennsylvania, when the tractor's right
front tire blew out. The driver lost control of the vehicle, which went off the road and
mounted a guardrail for a distance of 50 feet, until it struck an embankment and roiled
onto its side. The driver and one passenger were killed and a second passenger, a
hitehhiker whom the driver had picked up, was infured.

The driver was operating under a trip-lzase arrangement which had not been
authorized by the permanent lessee, and nefiher passenger was authorized by th2 lessee to
ride in the truck-tractor.

The Safety Board's investigation revealed that the truckdriver held two driver
licenses, one issued by the State of Maryland and one by the State of Texas, at the time of
the accident. Por an 8-month period between December 1977 and July 1978 the driver
had held three driver licenses, including the two from Maryland and Texss, respectively,
and one issued by the State of North Carolina, The truckdriver's driving history included 3
suspensions of his driving privilege (2 by Maryland and 1 by Indiana) within a 3-year
period, and 23 traffic convictions between February 1974 and May 1978.

The truckdriver's first known convietion occurred in February 1974 in Maryland. As
a result of four subsequent convictions during the next 8 months, Maryland's Motor
Vehicle Administration sent the driver a warning that he was accumulating a high level of
traffic violation points, When the driver received six more convictions in the 7 months
after the warning, he was requested to appear at & hearing in February 1976. The driver

falled to appear at the hearing and his driving privitege was suspended. Two weeks before
the driver was suspended, he applied for and was issued a driver license in North Carolina.
Subsequently, he was convicted of two moving violations in North Carolina. Meanwhile,
Maryland initiated an investigation to secure the driver's suspended Maryland license, but
authorities were unable to locate him,

On June 10, 1977, the driver applied for and was issued a duplicate license by North
Carolina. One monch later, on July 12, 1977, he presented one of his two North Carolina
licenzes in Texas in order to obtain a Texas driver license.

'fhe driver's suspended Maryland license expired on July 30, 1976. On December 8,
1977, he applied for a new Maryland license, presenting his North Carolina license. After
the driver's record was checked and he received a reprimand at a hearing, he was issued a
Maryland license the same day. During the following 12 months, he accumulated 13
moving violation points in Maryland end convictions in Indiana, Ohio, and Pennsylvania.

On January 10, 1979, the driver was schedwled to apsear at a license hearing in
Maryland because he had aceumulated a level of points for which a driver would normally
be suspended. Because he was an occupational driver, however, he was permitted to keep
his license and was put on probation.

The motor carrler who employed the driver had checked his employment and driving
record through an investigative agency which specializes in such inquiries, and received a
report that the driver had no traffic convietions, The driver had kept his Texas license
free of violations by using one of his other llcenses whenever he was stopped for a
violation, and he reported only the "clean" Texas license to the motor carrier.




Buffalo, Missour}

On November 5, 1977, the deiver of a tractor-semitrailer was attempting to exit
from a commereial driveway and enter a two-lane highway without signalling when his
vehicle was struck by a plekup truck/camper. The driver of the pickup truck was killed
and the tractor-semitraller driver and an occupant in the plekup truck were injured,

Fromn 1968 to 1977, the tractor-semitrailer driver had 10 traffic convictions and had
his license suspended 4 times by the State of Missourl. Since 1977, the driver had two
additional convictions and was under suspension in Missour! at the time of the accident.
The employing motor carrler had hired the driver after checking his driving record with
previous employers and the State of Missouri.

Winthrop, lowa

On May 2, 1978, a tractor-cargo tank semitrailer failed to negotiate a c¢.rve,
jackknifed, and rolled onto a rallroad track with anhydrous ammonia (a toxic chemical)
leaking from the damaged cargo tank. The truckdriver was injured and two passengers in
the cab were killed.

The driver held an lowa driver license which ecntained a restriction prohibiting the
driver from operating a tractor-trailer combination vehicle. From 1973 to 1979 (including
the period between the acuident and the completion of the investigation), the delver had
18 traffic convietions and 6 license suspensicns, and from 1977 to 1978 he was involved in
4 wraffic eccidents. Six of the driver's violatlons occurred after the aceident investigated
by the Safety Board, three of them for driving while his license was suspended or revoked.

The employing motor carrier had made the required fnvestigaticns and inquiries and
was in compliance with the driver qualification and recordskeeping requirements of the
Pederal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations. The investigation revealed that because the
driver did not report a1l of his traffic convictions for the previous 3 years on his
employment application, the motor carrier was unable to detect the driver's complete
driving record.

QOcala, Florida

On Mareh 20, 1978, a truck collided with a tractor-semitrailer at an intersection.
No one was killed or injured, and damage to the vehicles was minor. Police report: did
not list any improper driver actions by the driver of the tractor-semitraller. However,
the driving record of the 30-year-old tractor-semitrailer driver indicated that he held
three llcensas at the time of the accident--one issued by the State of Georgia, one issusid
by Loulslana, and one issued by Florlda. The Loulsiana and Georgla licenses were both
under suspen:sion for a convietion of driving under the influence of aleohol.

The driver's record, compiled from responses to inquiries made to all of the States,
listed 26 traffic convietions In 6 States, and 1 previous aceldent. In interviews, the driver
recounted at least six convictions and one aceldent which were not listed In records
received from the States.

When he was interviewed a year after the Ocala accident, the delver stated that
before movirg to Georgla in 1966, he had held three driver licenses at different times --
one from North Dakote, one from Minnesota (motoreyele only), and one from Ilinols
(which had been suspended for a ~~nviction of driving under the influence of alcohol). In
Georgia, he obtained an operator's license and had it converted to a chauffeur's license,
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I April 1977, the driver was convicted in Georgia of deiving uncer the influence of
aleoho! and his license wa: cuspended. He stated that, because he expected to be required
to surrender his suspended license, he decided to obtain a license in another State. In
order to do that, he first obtained a second (duplicate) license from the State of Georgia
by stating that he had physically lost the original license. The duplicate license was
issued, giving him two Gcor%la driver licenses. The following month he went to Loulslana
and by falsely reporting his address and his previous tra tie violations he obtained a
license to operate a combinaticn :hicle. He surrendered his duplicate Georgia license to
the Louisiana lcense examiner a; proof of driver qualification.

Because the driver realized that Loulsiana authorities might request his driving
record from Georgia, discover his suspension, and require him to surrender his Louisiana
license, he decided to obtain a license in a third State. Accompanied by a friend (wko
vouched for him), he went to Florida to apply for a license, When he applied, the driver
signed a statement that he was employed by a trucking compary in Florida and needed a
chauffeur's license from that State, and that he couldn't surrender his Louislana license
beeause he still lived in Louisiana (actually, he never lived there). He falsely reported his
record of convietions, was Issued a Florida chaffeur's license, and was permitted to keep
his Louisiana license -- although by that time his driving privilege was &lso suspended by
Louisiana.

When he was questioned later about why he provided false or incomplete information
in his Florida license application, the driver sald tha. "they wouldn't have given me the
Florida license if 1 had marked that 1 was under suspension.”

In followup inquiries to the licensing authorities involved, Safety Board investigators
learned that Georgla routinely checks all license applicants through the NDR, but
Heensing officials could not determine whether the subject driver had been checked
hecause driver records had been purged.

Loulsiana offielals did check on the driver through the NDR, obtained his Georgia
record, and on that basis suspended his Louisiana llcense. Plorida licensing authorities
made no inquirles to the NDR, to Georgia, or to Louislana, and the driver's Plorida lecense
remained valid. The investigation revealed that the driver also had records of traffic
convictions in Arizona (Including driving under the influence of aleohol), California, and
Virginia, but those violations did not appear In the records of the States in which he had
been issued licenses.

Before the Ocala, Florida, accident, the driver had driven tractor-trailer
combination vehleles for four different niotor carricrs. His most recent employer, who
hired him 8 months after the accident, did not maintain the driver qualification files
required by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations. This motor carrier had no
record of an employment application or the investigations and inquiries required by the
regulations.

The States of Georgia and Louisiana had sent letters to the driver, requesting thet
he surrender his Heenses in those States, but he had not done so. In the 11 months
following the accldent, the driver was convicted four times for speeding (in Alabama,
Callfornia, Mississippl, and Florida).

when he was interviewed in April 1979, the driver sald that because of the Safety
Board's fntercst in his case, he was afrald that State authorities might take away the
three licenses he holds (Georgla, Louisiana, and PFlorida), He told a Safety Board
investigator that he was consideting going to another State to get a license so he will have
an extra one if he needs it.




Lincoln, Nebraska

On October 1, 1978, a truckdriver was driving a truck-tractor/sentrailer westbound
on: U.S. Highway 34 ia Lincoln, Neb aska. Several seconds before the truck reached the
56th Strect intersectlon, the traffie light at the intersection turned red. A witness
reported hearing the trunk's motor sccelerating as it approached the intersection. When
the light turned green for north-south traffie, a southbound passenger car, which had been
stopped at the light, entered the intersection and was struck by the tractor-semitrailer.
The passenger car was spun around, struck a curb. and rolled backward before it came to
rest 142 feet from the intersection on a highway median. The driver of the passenger car,
a 6l-year-old woman, was killed. The truckdriver was convicted of motor vehlele
homicide as a result of the aceident.

At the time of the accldent, the truckdriver's driving privilege was suspended by the
States of Alabama and Arkansas. The driver's record for the 3 years preceding the
accldent Included 10 traffic convictions in 8 States (including 2 convietions of driving
while intoxicated), 3 suspensions, and 3 previous accidents.

The truckdriver recelved a chauffeur's license In Arkansas in 1970, but due to
Arkansas' policy of purging driver records of violations more than J years old, no record
prior to 1976 could be obtained in that State. The driver's first known violation occurred
in Alabama in 1875 for speeding. The driver failed to appear for the court heering and,
alth?;xgih he was not licensed by Alabama, his deiving privilege in that State was suspended
indefinitely.

In 1976 the driver was convieted of four speeding violations in four States (Ohlo,
New Mexico, Oklahoma, and lllinois). He was also involved In an accident in Arkansas in
October 1978.

In January 1877 the driver was involved in an accident in Arkansas while driving
while intoxicated. Arkansas records list this as the driver's second conviction of that
offense (the first conviction was either never listed in driving records or was purged from
the records). Because of the second conviction of driving while Intoxicated, the driver's
license was suspended foc 3 months, Within 1 month after the driver's license was
reinstated, he was convicted of speeding in Arkansas. The driver's Arkansas chauffeur's
license was renewed in October 1877, although an inquiry to th: NDR at the time of
renewal indicated the driver's suspension in Alabama.

In January 1978, the Arkansas license was suspended for making a fraudulent license
appllcation. The suspension was for a 9 1/2-month period ending October 26, 1978.
During that suspension, the dziver obtained & commercial driver license from the State of
Texas, was hized by a motor carrler, and was convicted of speeding in Arkansas and
improper passing in Colorado. The driver surrendered his Arkansas chauffeur's license
when the Texas license was issued in April 1978. Texas officials reporizd that the NDR
wes checked and no identification was made. Texas officlals did not request the driver's
record from Arkansas,

Wher the driver was hired by a motor carrier in August 1978, his driving privilege
was susperded (by both Arkansas and Alebama). Although the driver’s record for the
previous 3 years Included 3 suspensions, 10 traffic convictions, and 3 aceldents, the deiver
listed only 1 of these items in his employment application (a speeding convietion in Ohio).
The motor catrler made an inquity to Texas, the driver's State of license, and recelved a
report that the driver's record was clear. The driver was hired.
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Within 2 mouths after he was hired, the driver was involved in the fatal accident at
Lincoln, Nebraska. Two months later he was convicted in Nebraska of motor vehicle
homicide as a result of the accldent. Six days after his convietion, the State of Arkansas,
which had terminated the driver's suspension for fraudulent application, sent the driver a
warning about his high violations point level,

After the aceident the drlver continued to evade detection of his complete driving
record. [n January 1979, the driver applled for and was issued a Nebraska chauffeur's
llecense. Because the driver was licensed in Texas at the time of the fatal Lincoln,
Nebraska, accident, and because Nebraska does not mair*ain driver records on
out-of-State drivers, when the driver applied for a Nebraska license there was no driver
record of his motor vehicle homiclde conviction in that State, The driver stated in hig
Nebraska application that he had previously held an Arkansas license, but that he had
Mlost® it. He did not list his Texos license In the application. Nebraska did not request an
NDR cheek, and did not attempt to check with the State of Arkansas before issuing the
driver a Nebraske license, A Nebraska driver records official told a Safety Board
investigator that license actions by other States are not considered by Nebraska for
purposes of license denlals because of compatibility problems in matehing the reason for a
suspension, and the duration of a suspension, to Nebraska's code.

The teuckdriver's status in the State of Nebraska as of April 24, 1979, was still
nalear." However, licensing officials expressed interest in the driver's involvement in the
fatal Lincoln, Nebraska, aceident and his subsequent motor vehicle homicide convietion,
and stated that they intended to check the State's court records,

A Safety Board inquiry to the Texas Department of Public Safety indicated that the
driver's status in that State as of April 24, 1879, was still "clear.”

ANALYSIS

The three levels of scréening of commercelal drivers form a system which should
operate to identify problem commercial drivers and to remove them from the highways
through denial or withdrawal of the driving privilege and commereial employment. The
system should also operate es a deterrent to unsafe driving behavior, However, the
information ceveloped by the Safety Board In 44 investigations of heavy truck accidents
indicates that the system is not operating as effectively as it should to protect highway
users from unsafe commercial drivers. Consequently, the existing detection and control
system may have no real deterrent effect on the unsafe operation of heavy vehicles by
commercial drivers.

The most conspicuous defect in the system for detecting and controlling problem
commerclal drivers + its fallure to provide an effective means of determining a driver's
actual nationwide &  * record. In addition, loopholes at each level of the system--the
NDR, State driver le. .sing policles, and the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations
~-permit some problem ¢ ers to obtain delver licenses and employment to operate heavy
commercial vehlcles in spite of thefr records of unsafe driving. These limitatlons of the
systam make it relatively easy for a problem commerelal driver to escape the sanctions
provided by the system-~-denlal or withdrawal of the deiving privilege and/or commereclal
employment--because:

~= the problem commetclial driver has a good chance that his or her complete
delving record may not be detecteds
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— aven if the driver's actual record is dateated, it may not result In imposition
of sanctions;

— even If sanctions are imposed, the deiver can simply obtain a new driver
license from another State (and change jobs, If necessary) and continue
operating heavy trucks.

In terms of sanctions the commercial driver, partieularlgone vihose traffic fines are
paid by the employer, may have little or nothing to lose in violating traffic safety laws,

A fundamental requirement of effective commercial driver screening s that the
States and motor carriers have accurate, complete driver record information on which to
base licensing or employment decisions. The existing system, while requiring sereening of
the driving records of commercial drivers, does not provide a timely and effective means
of determining a driver's actusl, complete <riving record. The problem Is not that
adequate driver record information is not available, Driver lcensing jurisdiotions have
elaborate systems of driver records. The problem is that there Is no single mechanism for
determining which of the 58 driver licensing jurisdictlons may have driver secords
pertalning to a particular driver. As a result, the States and motor carriers must rely
heavily on information provided by drivers in order to locate thelr driver records, The
Safety Board's acaldent Investigations have shown that this reliance on drivers makes it
simple for a problem driver to escape deteation of his or her actual driving record and to
escape effective control by fraudulently reporting driver record information to State
driver licensing authorities and employing motor carriers.

The Safety Board believes that :nore effective detection and control of problem
commercial drivers can help to reduce the extremely high levels of heavy truck accidents
and resulting f- alities, To accomplish sueh a reduction, improvements are needed at
each lavel of tI. system for detecting and conteolling problem commereial drivers — the
NDR, the Statex, and the Federal Motor Carrler Safety Regulation requiring driver
screening by motor carriers,

Improving the National Driver Registes

The Safety Board has identified the need for motor carrier access to NDR
information, through State driver llcensing authorities, for the purpose of sereening the
driving records of applicant and employed commercial drivers. In its NDR eveluation, the
Department of Transportation Is considering the possibility of legislation which would
permit commerelal drivers to request an NDR report through a State and furnish the
report to a prospective or current employing motor carrier.

The Safety Board belleves that driver record information used in motor carrier
sezeening should be obtained direotly from an officlal source. A serlous Hmitation of the
current system is its reliance on the deiver for driver record information, which permits
unscrupulous drivers to escape detection of their actual driving records by reporting
fraudulent Information to States and motor carriers, Requiring motor carriers to obtain
NDR reports through drivers could perpetuate this problem, because motor carelers would
have no practical way to authenticate reports fuenished by drivers, The Safety Board
believes that privacy and consumer information considerations can be addressed without
coutinued dependence on the driver whose record is being screcned as the primary
determinant of what driver record information the employing motor carrier will obtaln.
Colleges and universities, for example, generally will accept transcripts of grades directly
from tchool authorities only, and will not aceept them from students. However, the
approval of the student is required before a transcript may be released by sehool
authorities, and the student may also cbtain a copy of his or her transeript upon request.
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While motoi carvler access to NDR information s a significant improvement which
should be Implemented as soon as possible, it would not fully solve the problem of locating
deiver records, The information In the existing NDR file is limited to records of denials
and withdrawals of the driving privilege. A problem driver who has traffic records spread
among several States, but whose driving privilege has not been suspended, would not be
listed in the NDR file. Even with accesa to NDR reports, a motor carrier would not be
able to deteot the deiver's convietions,

One s&lternative being considered by the Department of Transportation is the
inclusion of certaln serlous offenses as a basis for listing drivers in a revised NDR problem
driver pointer system. Tiis improvement would increase the number of problem drivers
identified to the States by the NDR, However, even on that basis many problein
com’neccial drivers still would not meet the criteria for inclusion In the NDR, Fewer than
8 peire: of the total traffic convictions of the 44 problem commercial drivers
Investigated by the Safety Board were for the sarious offenses being considered as criteria
for Including drivers in the NDR file. Speeding, one of the offenses not included among
the serious offenses under consideration, accounted for more than 60 percent of the total
convictions of the 44 prcblem commerelal drivers lnvestlgated. Speeding is also one of
taree violations specified in the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations as examples of
of{emes wh::‘t.u motor carrlers are required to give great weight to in annual reviews of
driver recor

The major obstacle to effective detection of problem: commercial drivers Is the lack
of a system for locating driver records, The Safety Board belleves that this problem
should be addressed fully, rather than with haif-way measures, The NDR can meet the
neeu by revision not as a problem driver pointer svstem, but as a driver records pointer
system which could refer an inquiring State to the States in which a deiver has any record

of a conviotion or a license denial or withdrawal. In this way the NDR could overcome
the current Inability to determine which jutisdietions may have records pertaining to a
delver,

Another improvement under consideration by the Department of Transportation is
the conversion of the NDR to an on-line, rapld response inquiry service which would also
facllitate interatate exchange of driver record Information by switching an inquiring
State, electronlcally, to States which have records pertaining to a deiver. The Safety
Board believes that this improvement {s the most important single step to encourage more
effective participation in the NDR by the States. Sinece the NDR was established, most
States have computerized thelr deiver records systems and provided for over-the-counter
issuance of driver licenses, Currently, the NDR setvice does not adequately meat the
needs of these States because an applicant has already been issued a license before an
NDR report can be obtained. Most of the States have asked for an on-line, rapld response
service which will permit them to check the NDR before issuing a driver license
over-the-counter. A rapld response service which would enable a State to check a
driver's nationwide driving record through an NDR switehing service would also
signiticantiy enhance the interstate exchange of driver record informatlion.

Improving State Driver Licensing Policles

The States are responsible for overseeing the conduct of deivers whom they license
by monitoring driver records and denying or withdrawing the driving privilege of prodblem
drivers, Driver licensing policles vary widely from State to State, however, and in many
cases State practices contain loopholes which permit problem commercial drivers to
continue operating heavy trucks,
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Besides participating fully in the NDR program, the most important action the
States can teke to improve detection and control of prodlem commercial drivers is to
insure that their driver licensing practices conform fully to the one-license concept.
Because many States do not adhere fully to the concept, problem commercial drivers are
able to obtain multiple licenses, which enable them to spread teaffie violation points
among several States to escape detection of thelr actual driving records, or to continue
driving heavy commerelal vehicles, using a zecond or third license, even after one State
withdraws thele delving privilege.

Highway Safety Program Standard No, 5, "Driver Licensing," requires the States to
insure that each driver holds only one driver license. Although the Secretary of
Transportation has authority to enforce the standard, the Secretary Is not required to
require compliance with the standard, or with avery element of the standard, in every
tate. The Safety Board believes that the Secretary should develop & positive Incentive to
encourage the States to fully implement the one-license concept.

One prodlem In enforeing the one-license concept is that some States require that
nonresident commercial drivers obtaln a driver license in the State in which they are
employed, fn addition to the license required by their State of residence. The Safety
Board believes that these States should abolish this requirement. A State could, If it
deemed {t necessary, establish an alternate means of controlling these drivers which
would not require commercial drivers to hold more than one driver license.

The Safety Board beliaves that States having policles which permit commercial
drivers to accumulate a higher level of violations than other drivers before the drlving
privilege may be withdrawn should review their policies. Commercial drivers should be
required to meet safety standards which are at least as high as the standards applied to
noncommerclial drivers. Driving a heavy truck on the highways i3 not a right. It is a
privilege which entails a serious responsibility, and should be given only to drivers who can
drive safely, It can be argued that, because a commercial driver travels more miles per
year than a noncommercial driver, his rate of violations per miles driven per year is lower
then the rate for a noncommercial driver with the same level of violations. However,
each traffic safety violation Increases the potential for an aceident -- and in the case of
heavy trucks, a potentially serlous accldent, 1t is precisely because commercial drivers
sp:nd a glreat deal of time driving heavy vehicles on the highways that they must be the
safest drivers.

Improvements are also needed In State practices concerning the exchange of driver
record information and treatment of out-of-State convietions and suspensions. States
which are aware that a driver has a record in another State but do not request driver
records are ignoring important information which could help to tdentify problem drivers.
In States which apply a compatibility test in determining whether or not en out-of-State
conviction or suspension will be honored, the test used should be reviewed to insure that it
is not so strict that it permits problem commerclal drivers to start with a clnan slate by
obtaining a new license. And when a State conviets an out-of-State driver, it should
notify the State of license so the convietion can be Included In the driver's record.

Improving the Pederal Motor Carrler Safety Regulations

Analysis of the Pederal Motor Carrler Safety Regulation Indicates that even if the
motor carrler coriplies fully with each of the driver screenlng requirements, the
disqualified or problem driver may still escape detection and obtain employment as a
commerclal deiver. The major obstacle to the effectiveness of the regulations s the lack
of a single source from which the motor carrler can obtaln elther the driver's complete
driving record or a list of all States where the driver's records are located, Detection of
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the problein driver conseyuently relles heavily upon information furnished by the driver,
who is unlikely to provide information which may lead to denial or termination of
employment. Moreover, to the extent that the regulations fall to establish driver
disqualification criteria which are based upon the total number end relative seriousness of
the deiver's violations, & portion of the public responsibility for a critical highway safety
decision is, in effect, delegated to the private motor earrier.

The only way a motor careier can positively determine a driver's complete driving
record is to send inquiries to all of the States -- a practice which would be impractical
for a motor carrier to follow and difficult for the States to handle if all motor carriers
made such blanket inquiries. Conscquently, the motor careier can be reasonably expected
to send inquiries only to the States which the driver lists as those in which he has lived or
held a license. Although commercial drivers in interstate commerce may travel through
many States, thelr out-of-State violations are not likely to be detected by a motor carrler
unless the driver reports them, Evading deteation is especially easy i the driver holds
multiple licenses, which enable the spreading of violations among records in two or more
States. For these rcasons, motor cerrier access to NDR information and the other NDR
improvements discussed above are essential to the accomplishment of effective dtiver
screening by motor carrlers.

Unlike the States, which use traffic viclation point systeme to identify problem
drivers, the Paderal Motor Carrler Safety Regulations do not provide for disqualification
of drivers based on thelr cumulative record of violations. TRhis is a loophole which permits
& problem deiver who Is not detected and suspended by a State to remain quatified to
operate a commercial vehicle even if the motor carrier Is aware of the driver's actual
record. The States may not always suspend the licenses of such drivers because they ara
not always able to detect & driver's convictions by other States — and In some cases
convictions by other States are not considered even if a State is aware of them. Relying

on motor carrlers to discharge or deny employment to such drivers, [n the absence of
specific traffic record disqualification criteria, does not appear to be effective, and it
subjects commercial drivers to arbitrary, nonuniform, or Inadequate safety standards.
The determination of whether & commercial driver "meets minimum requirements for safe
driving” should be made based upon specific, minirum eriteria, similar to State polnt
systems, set forth in the regulations,

Another serious loophole In the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations i3 that the
disqualifying deiving offenses specified are only disqualifying if the driver was on duty and
operating a commereial vebicle at the time of the offense. This loophole should be closed
by eliminating the exclusion of offenses committed while the driver is off duty or driving
another type of highway vehicle., The Safety Board believes that a driver who cannot
operate a private car safely should not be allowed behind the wheel of an 80,000-pound
teactor-semitraller,

The regulations require that motor carriers Investigate a driver's background by
contacting former employers, but do not specify what information should be requested.
The adequacy of compliance with such a requirement cannot be determined In the absence
of any statement of what specific minimum information the motot carrler is required to
request, The Safety Board belleves that the regulations shouvld fully define the

requirements they impose on motor carriers,

Of course, the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations can be effective in
controlling problem commercial drivers only If motor carriers comply with the
requirements. The Safety Board found that in several of the accident cases investigated,
the employing motor carrler either did not make the required inquiries into driver records,
ot Inquirles imade by the carrler revealed that a driver was under suspension,
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but the motor carrier hired the driver anyway--in direct violation of the Federal Motor
Carrier Safety Regulations. This information indicates the need fcr evaluation of motor
carrivr compliance with the regulations pertaining to driver disqualilication and screening
of the drlving records of applicant and empleyed drivers.

Pinally, the provision of the Pederal Motor Csrrier Safaty Regulations which
charges motor carriers who are owner-operators with screening their own driving records
may not be a sufficient chwck on those owner-operators who are themselves problem
drivers. In two of the accldent cases investigated by the Safety Board, owner-operators
continued derlving heavy trucks while they were disqualified. The compliance of
owner-operators with the Federal Motor Carrler Safety Regulations pertaining to
qualification and disqualification of drivers should dbe evnluated to determine the
adequacy of the sel{-screening requirement,

CONCLUSIONS

The existing system for detection end control of prcblem commercial drivers is not
operating as effectively as it should to kecp unsafe commereial drivers from driving
heavy trucks on the highway.

State driver licensing officiels and motor catriers tave no effective mesns to
determine which of the 56 driver licensing jurisdictions may have records pertaining
to an applicant for a driver license or zommercial employment,

The current system for detection and control of probiem cornmercisl drivers relles
heavily on information furnished by the deiver in the screening of applicants for
driver licenses and commerclal employment.

Loopholes at each level of the system for detection snd control of problem
commercial drivers -- the National Driver Register, State driver licensing policies,
aitd the Federal Motor Carrler Yafety Regulations -~ permit many problem drivers
to escape detection and control, and obtain driver llcenses and employment to
operate heavy trucks, In spite of thelr records of uasafe driving,

Many States do not participate fully in the NDR in either the submission or retrieval
of data, which limits their abllity, and the ability of other States, to identify and
¢control problem commeraisl deivers,

For most States the normal NDR response time of 10 to 14 days is too slow because
an NDR report is not recelved until after a driver license has t sen Issued to an
applicant,

Some States do not participate fully in the NDR because the reliabliity of NDR
information is impaived by the failure of some States to update information on
drivers whose driving; privilege has been restored.

Many States either do not comply, or do not comply fully, with the provisions of the
ono-license concept, thereby perinitting some problem commercial drivers to hold
licenses from more than one State at the same time, enabling them to spread traffic
violation points to avold suspension, or to continue delviag, using a second or third
license, even alter a suspension has been imposed.

Some States permit commercial drivers to accumulate a higher level of traffic
violetion points than other drivers before a suspension imay be imposed, which
results in a lower standard of safetly for commercial deivers.
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Some States do not give effect to suspensions, revocations, or traffic convictions
imposed on a driver by other States, or consider them only under certain
conditions--thereby disregarding a portion of their arlving records.

Scme problem commercial drivers are able to obtain a driver license by default and
start over sgein with a clean slate, regardless of their previous driving records,
because some States do not attempt to deterinine a driver license applicant's driving
record in other States, and some States do not furnish #:ivar record Information to
other States, or limit the information which is provided.

The Federal Motor Carrler Safety Regulations permit a driver who commits a
specified disqualifying offense to escape disqualification if the driver was driving a
mrmcommerclal vehicle, or was deiving & commercial vehlele off-duty, at the time
of the offense,

To lhe extent that they fail to specify driver disqualification criteria which are
based upon the total numbsar and relative seriousness of a driver's traffic violations,
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations, in effeot, delegate a portion of the
Federal responsibility for a highway safety decision to private motor carriers,
veaulting in application of arbitrary, nonuniform, or inadequate safely standards to
commercial drivers,

The Federal Motor Carrier Safaty Regulations require a motor carrier to investigate
the background of driver applicants by contacting the applicant's former employers,
but the regulations do not define the information a motor carrier Is required to
request.,

The gprovision of the Federal Motor Carrler Safety Regulations which requires
drivets who are owner-operators to screen thelr own driving records and cetermine
q}n?llt‘ie,.‘ on or disqualification to operate coinmercial vehicles may not be
e ecll\ i

RECOMMENDATIONS

The 3ifety Board recommends to the Congress that the National Driver Register be
authorized to provides

1) A driver records pointer service which will refer inquiring users to any
State(s) in which a commerclal driver has a record of any conviction of a
moving traffiz violstion or & denial or withdrawal of the driving
privilege. In order to assure the application of uniform criteria for
notifying the Natlional Driver Register of the cxistence of such records,
only the Secretary of Transportation should be authorlzed to determine
what constitutes a moving violation for the purposes of the Natlonal
Driver Register,

An on-line, rapld response service to authorized users.

An automatad switching service which will facllitate the direct exchange
of driver record Information among the States eleateonically, via an on-
line communications network.

Motor carrier access to the National Driver Register service, through
State driver licensing authorities, for the purpose of screening the
deiving records of both applicant and employed commercial drivers.

LR S R D L L Sl G
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The Safety Board recommends to the Sectetary of Transportation:

Develop, within 1 year, a positive incentive to encourage the States to
inplement fuliy the one-license provislon of Highway Safety Program
Standard No. 5, "Driver Licensing." (Class I, Priority Action) (11-80-14)

The Safety Board recommends to the Governors and the Presiding Officers of the
legislative bodies of Arlzona, Arkansas, Flcride, idaho, lowa, Oklahoina, Rhode Island,
Tennesseeo, and West Yirginias

Take the legislative and executive actions necessary to sabolish the
requirement in your State that a nonresident driver who is employed by a
resident of the State obtain a driver llcense issued by the State, (Class Ii,
Priority Action) (H-80-15)

The Safety Board reiterates its recommendation of June 6, 1878, to the Governors
of the Pifty States, that each State:

Review its driver license program(s) to insure that it conforms to the

one-license concept end the driver improvement program suggested by

Highway Safety Program Stendard 5, Driver Licensing, and by the guidelines

:lelt I‘grth)ln Chapter 8 of the Uniform Vehicle Code. |‘.?(21&3'.3 I, Urgent Action)
-78-45

The Safety Board recommends to the Federal Highway Administration:

Rovise the rommercial driver disqualification provisions of the Federal Motor
Carrier Safety Regulations to provide that the specified disqualifying driving
offenses shall be disqualifying without regard to the type of highway vehicle
driven at the time of the offense or whether the driver was on or off duty.
(Class 11, Priority Action) (H-80-16)

Evaluate the need for, and feasibility of, specifying In the Pederal Motor
Carrier Safety Regulations a level of traffic violations, based upon the total
aumber and relative seriousness of the violations, above which a driver s
disqualified to operate a commercial vehicle, and within 1 year publish the
findings of the evaluation in the Federal Register for public comment or
initiste appropriate rulemaking. {(Class i, Priority Action) (H-80-17)

Eveluate the compliance of motor carriers with the Federal Motor Carrler
3afety Regulations requirements pertaining to driver disqualification, driver
rereening, annual review of driving records,. and maintenance of driver
qualification files, and within 1 year publish the findings of the evaluation in
te FPederal Register for public comment or Initiate appropriate rulemaking.
{Class II, Priority Action) (H-80-18)

Evaluute the compliance of motor carriers who are owner-operators with the
driver record review and driver disqualification provisions of the Pederal
Motor Carrier Safety Regutations, and within 1 year publish the findings of the
evaluation in the Federal Register for public comment or initiate appropriate
rulemaking. (Class il, Peiority Action) (H-80-19)

Lefine fully, in the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations, the information
that a motor carrier must request from an applicant driver's fotmer
employer{s) when making the investigations and inquirles required by the
regulations. (Class Il, Pelority Action) (H-80-20)
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BY THE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

rs/

/s/

/s/

/s/

JAMES B. KING
Chalrman

ELWOOD T. DRIVER
Vice Chalrman

PRANCIS H. McADAMS
Member

G. H. PATRICK BURSLEY
Member

PATRICIA A. GOLDMAN, Member, did not participate.

February 15, 1980
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Uniform Vehicle Made One-License Provisions

CHAPTER 6

Drivers' Licenses!

ARTICLE J—ISSUANCE OF LICENSES, EXPIRATION AND
RENEWAL (REVISED, 1968.) ?

§ 6-101. —Drivers must be licensed

(a) No person, except those hereinafter expressly exempted,
shall drive any motor vehicle®* upon a highway in this State
unless such person has a valid driver’s license under the pro-
visions of this chapter for the type or class of vehicle being
driven.

(b) No person, except those hercinafter expressly exemptad,
shall steer ¢r, while within the passenger compartment of such
vehicle, exercise any degree of physical control of a vehicle being
towed by & niotor vehicle upon a highway in this State unless
such person has a valid driv:r’s license under the provisions
of this chapter for the type or class of vehitle being towed.

(¢) No person shall receive a driver's license unless and un-
til he surrenders to the department all valid licenses in his pos-
session issued to him by this or any other jurisdiction. AN sur-

) Prior to 1368, chapter 6 piovided for the issuance of operators’ j-
censes and chaufleurs’ licenses. This distinctior was diccontinued 1n 1i€a
in favor of licensure based on the type or general clusr of vehicles to be
driven by the licens:e. The elimination of operatare” and rhauffeurs’ ii.
censes from the Codc necessitated the revision of many scctions in chap-
ter # and some secticns in other chapters of the Uwifviwr Viebiele Code,

2 States adopting the revised article 1 may find it desirable to delay the
effective date to allow sufficient time to prepare new driver licenting forms
or for employment and trainirg of additional pertonre! to administer the
chapter. See { 19-107 for ore form of provision that could be used to post-
pone the effertive date of a revised driver licensing law. It is also sug.
gested that esch state cornsider adopting a law providiny that all opera-
tors’ and chauffeurs’ licentes issued prior to the effective date of the re-
vised chapter 6 shall remain valid until their normal date of expirstion or
the dates of expiration rthor oy suecn licerse carde, svbject to de Heens.
ing procedures under article 11, of course. After the effective date of any
revisicn, each operator and chauffeur applying for renewal will then tw
sabjeet to renewal examinations under sps-ns.

» Attention §3 directed to the fact that this seclion referring to any
perscr driving “any molor vehicle” s suﬁcieutl{ broad by reason of the
definition of motor vehicle in § 1-134 1o apply to any person drivieg
any type of moter vehicle, induding any motorcycle, motor-driven cycle,
any motor scooler or bleyele with motor attached, and to any person driv-
i o operating & trackless trolley coach and otter raore commonly recop-
tited types of motor vehicles. Thus, all of the provisivns of this chaptes
tpply to any person driving 8 motor vehicle.
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§ 6102 UNIFORM VERICLE CODE

rendered ticenses issued Ly another jurisdiction shall be returned
thereto, together with information that the person is licensed
in this State. No person shall be permitied to have more than
one valid driver's license at any time.*

{d} Any person licensed asg a driver hereunder may exercise
the privilege thereby granted upon al! streets and highways in
this State and shall not be rzquired to obtain any other license
to exercise such privilege by any county, municipal or local board,
or body having authority to adopt local police regulations. (SEc-
TION REVISED, 1968.)

§ 6.102—What persons are exempt from Hcense

The following persons are exempt from license hereunder:

1. Any employee of the United Stalea Government while op-
erating a niotor vehicle owned by or leased to the United States
Government and being operated on official business; (REVISED,
1952.)

2. A nonresident who is at least 16 years of age and who has
in his immediate possession a valld license issued to him in his
home state or countey may operate a motor vehicle in this State;

(REVISED, 1968.)
3. Any nonrezicent who is at least 18 years of age, whose
home state or country does not require the licensing of driv-

$ The “one licersa concept” expressed in subsection (¢) means that each
driver shall possess only one valid license, and that license is to be issusd
by the jurisdictior. in which he resides. It contemplates tnat a driver may
not postess licenre cards issued by two or more jurisdictions at the same
time.

Further, the Limitation of any person to one licerse indicates that "31?

rson has but one privilege to drive and that no matter how man;'- -
ercnt types o ¢lasses of vehicles a licensee Fas been qualified to drive in
Lis Lome state, all types and classes will be noted on one license ¢ard. The
tssuance of ore licenze card to a perion for & motoscycle, another card fot
a passenger car, and another for a Iractor-semitrailer combination i3 not
rocomniended because of the inconvenjence and enforcement difficulties
that would result. Some laticude should be provided administrativd{ to
accommodate situations where a person i3 licensed to drive one type of ve-
hicle tsuch as a passenger car) and aants to learn to operate an sddi.
tisnal tvps (such as & motorcycle or a large tractor-semitrailer combina-
tion). Preferably, the license card hn!d by such a persen should be en.
dersed to irdicate his sdditional status as & learner. If this is rot practi-
cal, then the applicant could be allowed to relain his license and at the
same Lime be issued a separate instruction permit or he could be required
to surrender his license in exchange for sn indtruction rermlt covering
the motoreycie or combination which wculd elearly state his present qaali.
fization to full driving privileges in a passenger car.
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Driver License Compact One-License Provisions

Members

Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Delaware
Florida
Hawalii
'daho
llinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
louisizna

Maine

Mississippi

Montana
Nebraska

Nevada

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

Non-Members

Alaska
American Samoa
Connecticut
District of Columbia
Georgia

Guam

Kentucky
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri

New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Canal Zone
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhede Istand
South Carolira

South Dakota
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Members

Oklahoma
Osegon
Tennessee
Utah

Virginia
Washington
West Virginia

Wyoming

Non-Memhers

Texas
Vermont
Virgin Island

Wisconsin
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DRIVER LICENSE COMPACT

ARTICLE 1

Firdinps and DPeclaratfon of Policy

(a) The party states find that:

{1) The safety of their streets axd highvays is sateriaslly
affected by the degres of complisnce with state and local lavs and
ordinances relating to the operation of moror vehicles,

(2) violaticn of such a iav or crdinance {s ewvidence that
the violator engages in conduct which {s likely to endanger the ;afety
of persons and preperty.

(3) The continuance in force of & license to drive is predtl-
cated upon complisnce with lavs and crdinances vrelating to the operation
of notor vehicles, ir whichever jurisdiction the vehicle 1is operated.

(b} It is the policy of each of the partly states to:

(') Promote complisnce with the lovs, ordinances and ad-
ministrative rules and regulations relati{ng to the operation of motor
vehicles by thelr vperstors i{n each of the jurisdiciions where such
operators drive motor vehlcles.

{2) ¥ake the reciprocal recognition of licenses to drive
and eligibility therefor more ,ust and equitable by considering the
overall conpliance with wotor vehicle jaw:, ordinances and sduintstra-
tive rules and regulaticns as a conditivr precedent to the contiruance
or Issvance of any license by reason of which the licensee is authorfzed

or permitted to operate & moter vehicle In any of the party states.
ARTICLE 11

Definitions

As used in this compact:

(a) "State" means a state, tercvitory or possesslon of the Unfted
States, the District of Columbia, the Commonvesalth of Puerxto Rico, @
Province of Canada, or a State of Mexico.

(b) "Home state" means the state which has fssued and has the
pover to suspend or revoke the use of the license or permit to operate

2 motor vehicle.
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(c) "Violaticn" means a conviction of sny offense velated to the
use or operstion of & wotor vehicle which is prohibited by state law,
mnic{pal ordinance or sdministrative rule or regulation, or a for-
fefture of bail, bosd or other security depoaited to secure appearance
by a person charsed with haviag committed any such offense, and which
conviction or forfeiture is vequired to be repcrted to the licensing

authority,
ARTICLE 111

Yezoris of Violation

The licensing authority of a party stete shall report each
violation occurring vithin its jurisdictfon to the llicensing authority
of the home state of the licensee. Such report shall clearly identify
the viclator and shall describe the violation, and shall include any

speclal findings mnade in conrection therewith,
ARTICLE 1V

Effec” of Viciatfcn

The licensing authority in the home state, for the purposes of
suspension, revecation or limitation of the license to operate a motor
vehicle, shall give the same effe:t to the conduct reported, pursuant
to Article 1LL of this compact, in a vicletion as it would {f such

corduct had cccurred in the Lhome state.
ARTEICLE V

Applications for New Licenses

Upon spplication for & license to drive, the licensing autherity in
& party state shall ascertain whether the applicant has ever held, or (s
the holder of & llcense to drive fssued by any other party state. The
licensing avthority in the state where spplication 1s made shall not
{sruc a lcentc to drive to the applicant 1f:

(1) The applicant has held such & license, bst the same has
been suspended by regson, {n whole or fa part, of a violation and if
such suspensicn period has not terminated.

(2) The applicant has held such a license, but the saze has
been revoked by resson, in vhole or in part, of a violation and if such
revucation has not terminated, except that after the expiratior of one
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year fvom the date the iicense was revoked, such person may make applii.

caticn for a new license {f permitted by law. The Ylicensing authority

nay refuse to {ssue & ilcense to any svch spplicant 1f, efter fnvesti-
gstion, the licensing authority determines that it will not be safe to
grant to such person the privilege of Jdriving a motor vehicle cn the
public highwvays,

(3) The applicant {5 the holder of a license 1o drive fssued
by another garty stste and currently in force unless the applicant

surrenders such license.
ARTICLE VI

applicability of Other Laws

Exrept as espressly required by provisfcns of this compact,
nothing containel herein shall be construed to affect the right of any
perty state to .pply anv of fts other laws relating to licenses to
drive to any person or circumstarce, nor to fnvalidate or prevent any
driver license agreement or other cooparative arrargement betwzen a

vrerty state aid a non«party state.

ARTICLE Vil

Compact Administrator

The hend of the licensing authority of each party statc shall be
the edmintstrator of this compact for his state. The administrators
acting fofatly, shall have the pover o formuiate all necessary and

prope~ procedures for the exchange of Information under tris compact.

ARTICLE VIII
En*fy into Force and Withdraval

(a) This compact shall enter into force and becoms effective &
tc any state whten it has e¢nacted the same (nto law,

(b) Any party state may withiraw from this conpact by enacting
a stazute repealing the same, bui ro such withdrawsl shall take effect
vatil six wonths after tte executive head of the withdraving state has
given notice of the withdraval to the exfcutive heads of all other
party states. Lo withdrawal shall sffect the validity or applicability
by the licensing suthorities of states remsining party to the compact

LI I B Y B T N

of any raport of violstion occurring prior to the withdrawal.
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ARTICLE 1X

Construstion and Severability
This compact shall be liberally construed so as to effsctusce
the purposes therecf.  The provielons of this compact shall be
seversble and 1f any phraze, clauss, sentence or provision of this
compict i declured to be contrary to the constitution of ary party
state or of the United States or the spplicability therecf to 4ny

government, agency, person or circumstance is held fnvalid, the

validity of the remsinder of this compact an! the a,iicaniliey
thereof to any government, sgency, F:reon or circumstance shall
rot be affected therety. If this compsct shall be held contrary
to the constitution of sny state pirly thecetc, the compact shall
remain in full force and effect &5 to the venaining states and in
full force and effect as to the state affected o3 to 2ll severabie

mitters.
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APPENDIX C

Highway 8afety Program Standard No. §,
One-License Provisions

DRIVER LICENSING

PURFOSE

To improve the quality of driving by implementing more effective and
uniform licensing procedures, and thereby to reduce the number of
accidents while also increasing the efficiency of traffic flow,

STANDARD

Esch State shall have a driver licensing program {a) te insure that only
persons physically and mentally qualified will be licensed to operate &
vehicle on the highways of the State and (b) to prevent needlessly remov-
ing the opportunity of the citizen to drive, The program shall provide,
as a minimur, that:

i Each driver holds only one license, which identifies the type(s)
of vehicle(s) he is authorized to drive. ®

1. Each driver submits acceptable proof of date and place of birth
in applying for his original license.

Each driver:
A. Passes an initial examination demonstrating his:

1. Ability to operate the class(es) of vemclals) for which
he is licensed,

Abili.y to read ard comprehend traffic signs and symbols.

Knowledge of laws relating to traffic {rules of the road),
safe driving procedures, vshicle and highway safety
features, emerge..y situations that arise in the operat.on
of an automobile, and other driver responsibilities.

*See Highway Safety Program Standard 3, Motorcycle Safety.
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4. Vigual atuity, which must maet or sxceed State
standarda,

B, [Isreexamined at an intarval not to exceed fcur years, for
at 1eaat visual acuity and knowledge of rules of the road.

A record on each driver is maintained which includes popitive
fdentification, current address, and driving history. Inaddi-
tion, the record system shall provide the following services:

A, Rapld entry of new data into the system.

B. Controle 1o eliminate unnecessary o unressonable delay in
obtaining data which are required for the system.

Rapid audio or visual respense upon receipt &t the records
station of any priority request for status of driver license
validity.

Ready availability of dats for statistical compilation as needed
by authorized aources.

E. Ready identification of drivers sought for enforcement or
tther operational reeds.

Each license is i ssued for a specific term, and must be renewed
to remain valid. At time of iss1ance or renewal each driver's
record must be checked,

There is a driver improvement program to identify problem
drivers for record raview and othes appropriste actions derigned
to reduce the frequency of their inveivement in traffic acciden's
or violations,

There is:

A, A system providing for medical evaluation of persons whom
the driver licensing agency has reason to believe have mental
or physical coaditions which might imapair their driving
ability.

A procedure which will keep the driver license agency in-
formed of all licensed drivers who ave currently applying
for or receiving any types of tax, welfarse, or other benefits
or exemptions for the blind or nearly blind.
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‘I'he Safety Board's One-License Concept
Recommendation and State Replies

State Replies to Safety Board

Recomnendation No. H-78-45, June 6, 1978

The Govorrors of the Fifty States, the Salety Board recommends

that each Aate:

Review fts driver license programis) to insure that it conforms to
the one-liceasa concept and the driver improvement program
suggested by Highway Safety Program Standard 5, Driver Licensing,
and by guidelinaa set forth in Chapter 6 of the Uniform Vehicle Code.
{Class 1, Urgent Action) (Recommendation H-78-.45)

Peplies received from:

Alaska
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
¥Florida
Hawall
Illinois
Kentucky
Maine
Michigan
Miesissippi
Missouri

Nevada

Naw Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Ohlo

South Dalota
Tennessee
Texan
Vermont
VYirginia
Washington
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JAY B. HAMMOND
3C-asae

SraTeE OFr ALABXA
Qe L OF Tl SCYERNON
Jreear

June 14, 1978

Mr. James B. Xing

Chairman

National Transportation
Safety Bourd

Washington, D. C. 20594

Dear Mr. King:

1 appreciate very much having received a copy of the acci-
dent report (NTSB-HAR-78-1) rega:xding an accilent between a
tractor-semitrailer and a schoolbus. Tha thriast of the
acconpanying material was that the state should implement
Highvay Safety Program Standard number 5 requiring that
stites allow each driver to hold only one license from one
stete and the implementation of a highway driver improve-
ment program. The State of Alaska grecently requests the
surrander of any valid licenses when issuing new licenses,
but at this time does not have the force of statute behind
this request. It is a proposal before the State Legislature
at this time to make this a requirement, howevar, it appears
taat this lsglislation will not be considered at this session.

Presontly within the State of Alaska we do have & point
system for revokinj licenses of frequent violators of our
traffic code.

Thapk you very much for forwarding this information to me.
I shall see that the proper people within my Adairistration
are made aware of this accident report.

(’"‘\\ Sincerely,

: N
(;ij,.
) /- ’.Jay $. Fammond

Govarnov
U
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SubofColomdn

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERNS

MCHANG D, L AWM DexnveEn
Govamor

June 23, 1978

Mr. James King, Chairman
National Transportation
Safety Board

¥Washington, D.C. 20594

Dear Mr. King:

I have received your letter of June 7, 1978 and the NYSB report
HAR-78-1. 1 am very ccncerned that drivers are able to obtain und
possess more than one valid driver's licease &nd especially fron more
than one state. This 15 a 1oophole that should be closed.

I am to1d that methods now exist, through state compacts and
reciprocity agreements, that can help to correct this problem.

I am forwarding your letter and report to Mr. Alan Charnes,
Executive Director of the Colorado Department of Revenue, for his
review and recoryendations. The Department of Revenue is the driver
licensing authority in Colorade.

1 an also directing Mr. Charnés "to give me his recommendations
on how w: can cooperate with other states so that this prodblem can
he corrected.

Sfncerely,
QTS

Ricaré D. Ldm

Governor
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STATE CF CONNECTICUT
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS
HARTFORD

LLLA QRASRSO
GovEanGE

Junn 6, 1378

Mr. James B. Kinj

Chairman

National Transportation
Safety Board

Washington, D.C. 20594

Dear Mr. King:

Thank you for sending me a copy of "Tractor-
Semitrailer/Schoolbus Collisfon and Overtumn,
Rustburg, Virginia, March 8, 1977."

I have forwarded the materfal to Comnissioner

Benjamin A. Muzio of the Department of Motor
Yehicles for his review and consideration.

Your courtesy is appreciated.
With best wishes,
Covrdially,
WA

ELLA GRAS
Govarnor “

% Ay
At Sy fmmfoﬂmum,-».".w e aa g

I R R
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STATE OF DELAWARE
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
PIERRE S OU PONTY DOVER, 1990} Mong 1307 470 411

br 2 T ]

July 31, 1978

Mr. James B. King

Chairman

National Transportation
Safety Board

¥ashington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. King:

Pursuant to the receipt of your correspoadence
ci June 7, 1973 1 asked Mr. William J. O'Rourke, Secretary

of Public Safety to initiate a full review of the regulations
governing Delaware school Lus operators.

While I am satisfiad that Delaware law is adequate
the Tepartment of Public Safety, Department of Public Instruction
and myself are reminded of the necessity of monitoring this
situation,

Thank you for sharing your information with me.

Best wishes.

cCerel

81 X
" A LR
- e
Governor

cc: Honorable William J. O'Rourkes

PSduP/pob
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Stare or FLomipa

Bepartment of Adwministration

Divisica of State Pas aing Peubia OD. Askas I
BUREAU OF WIGHWAY SAFETY P .
P.O. Box 1883 ‘
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July 11, 1978

Mr. James B. King y
Chairman '
National Transportatioun

Satety Board
Washington, D.C. 20594

Dear Mr. King:

Governor Reubin 0O'D. Askew, State of Florida, has
referred your letter of June 7, 1978 to the Bureau of
Highway Safety, Department of Admiristration, for reply.
The details surrounding the accident support Florida's
icng-standing cormitment to providing an on-line capa-
biiity to the National Driver Register.

in 1967, Florida adopted by statute the Driver
License Compact which requires that drivers applying for
a Florida driver's license nust surrenrder all licenses
issued and currently in force in other party states,
However, Florida is also an across-the-counter driver
license issuvance state. 1If anp applicant falsifies his ay
application, he can not always be located following the %
time it takes to receive a reply from the National Dri- -
ver Register (currently a minimum of two weeks). Rapid '
access to the National Driver Register would have pro-
vided a check on the licensing of habitual offenders
such as /Name deleted 7 .

In addition, Florida has recently taker steps to
strengthen its problem driver program. The 1977 Florida
Legislature passed a law requiring drivers whose }icenses
have been revoked or suspended under the point system to
attend a department-approved driver training or alcohol
education course in additicn to passing the complete 4ri-
ver's license examination as prerequisites to the rein-
statement of their driving privileges.

/ Name deleted/ applied for a chauffeurs license in
November, 13972. with his original application, he pro-
vided an affidavit that he wis temporarily in Florida
and for business purposes must retain his North Carolina
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1icense. [is Florida driver's history reflects sevan

violations, all from states other than Florida. There
has been no notification of the accident in Rustburg,

virginia. His chauffeur's license has expired and no

attempt was nade to renew it.

Situations similar to that involving /Name deleted /
are of grave concern to thes entire highway safety
cossepunity. Although little can be done to compensate
for the loss of the three lives in Rustburg, progress
is being aade toward eliminating thc occurrence of
sirilar incidentes.

Sincerely,

Chief, Bure of Highway Safety

ADS/S1d

cc: Division of Driver License, DHSMV
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Mr. James B. King, Chairwan
‘atonal Transportation Safety Board
Washington, D. C. 20594

Doar Mr. King:

Thank you fur your letter of June 7, 1978 concerniag tae "Tractor-
Samitraller/Schoolbus Collision and Overturn, which rccurred st Rustbarg,
Virginia, March 8, 1876, and the attached highway accident roport.

The State of Hawali driver licenaing system is based on the single

driver's license concept as outlinad in the Pederal Highway Safety Program
manual No. § which partains o driver licensing. Ip addition, all drivers of
hesvy vehicles (more than 10,000 ibs. gross vehicle weight reting) must
possess an approprists State of Hawali driver's license tefore they can
operate thors vehicles nn the highways of this state.

All perscns from out-of-state applying for & Hawait driver's license
are scroened through the Nationsl Drivers Register and are required to
successfully pass a knowledge test, a vigion test, and a practica; tast for the
particular vehicle they wish to drive prior to being issued a Hawall driver's
license. State law allows visitors over 18 yaass of sge with valid drivers
licenses from another jurisdiction to drive light motor veh!cles (motor scooters,
motorcycles and other vshicles 12,000 ibs. gross vehicle weight rating and
undar) .

A program s presently being developed in the State which will
provide for the automstion of traffic violations recocds. This will permit the
screening of a dciver's record prior to the renewal of the drivez's license.
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June 20, 1978

We believe that positive driver control s a major controiling factor in
the prevention of traffic accidents such as the one depicted In your sttachment.

With warm personal regards, 1 remain,

Youre very truly,
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+ALAN L DIXON

SEICALTARY OF STAYTE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE
SPRINGFIELD, HuINDIS 82754

EBeptender 18, 1970

Hr. James 3. Kirg

Chairman

National Transportation
Safety Brard

Washington, D, C. 20534

Dear Mr. King:

Your recent correspondence regarding the Naticnal Transpertsticen Safety
Board's report oo the accident ir. Rustbutg, Virginias, and the associa’zA
3afety Recommendsation H-78-45, has been 1eferred to this Office v iae
Governor for cur reply.

The 111linols Secretary of State's Drivers License Program does follow the
one-license concept. The 1llfancis drivers 1icense is clasesified a3 to the

kind and type of vehicle{s) the holder is licensed to legally operate. 1Ihis
classiffcation syscem {s provided by Aduinistrative Rule 6-104 (8), a copy
of which is enclosed.

Furthermore, in order to determine If an applicent for an 1llinois drivers
licenss $s licensed in another state and to deteraine the stastus of the
spplicant's driving privileges, our Office ftully utilfzes the present
services provided by the Netionsl Driver Register (NDR). Currently, the
lack of full parti:ipation by all licensing jurfsdictions, slong with the
lack of on-line service to the NIT hicders the efficfent capabllfity of
soritoring the driving history of prodlem drivers such as that driver
fovolved in the Rustburg, Virginia, sccident.

In regard to these prcblems, cur Office has revieved and supports recent
legislation introduced in the 95th Congress (H.R. B8614) which if enscted

would upgarade the preaent capability of the NDR., However, the iast version

of this "eglelation which ve vere able to reviev fafled to address the vital
issue of providing sufficient federal funding for an on-line service capabilicy
between the NDR and the various licensing jurisdictions. It 1s our opinion
that such an on-line capability would preatly enhance the effective usage of
the services provided by the Natioral Driver Register and would greatly assist
esch state in complying with the fntent of the Naticnal Highwvay Traffic Safety
Mainistration's Highvway Safety Progran Standard No. §.
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s addition, the 1llinois Secretary of Stete's Office presently condocts a
driver improvement program based upon behavior modification of neglizent
{iriving brhavior. At thic time, our program does not adiress the commercisl
ériver, bovever, we sre currestly considering such a program for a pilot
purpose. The nature of the commercial driver, however, presents sevaral
problams Sn relation to the conduct of sn argsniied resedisl effort. 1o the
future, 1t 1s our hope to be sdle to require driver improvesent activity for
those commercisl drivers vhoae drivirg privileges are efther suspended o1
revoked, as well as all otter categories of problim drivers.

Pleane feel ssoured that the State of Illinois 1s grestly concerned with
highvey safety, and ve re:ognize the vasd for interetate cocpevstion in
driver licensing.

We vish to thank you for bringing thie sevious problem to ocur attention.
If ve can be of sny further assistance, please feel free to contact thie
Office.

Sincerely,

Yy
%f?-f./ n, Director

Itiver viced Departaent

Muinistrative Services
WFL:F¥W:bjp

Inclosure
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CFFICE OF TRE GOVERNOR
FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 4000

FRTRTURE ¥ LLIYYY {ctober 4, 1978

sevERLT

Mr. James B. King

Chafrman

National Traasportation
Safety Board

Washington, D. €. 20591

Dear Mr. King:

He in Kentucky are heenly aware of the problem discussed {n the Naticnal
Tranjportation Safety Board's »ighway Acctdent Report. Our actfon to combat this
activity includes maintaining ¢n accurate on-line driver license file, inkluding
all violations and accidents fnvolving drivers holding a Kentucky Operator’s Li-
cense. Secondly, 81 new drivers aprlying for a Kentucky license after being
Yicensed in 2 sister jurisdiction are required to surrender thefr previous 1i-
cense and an fmmedfate fnquiry s Inftiated to obtain any sdverse driving record
they may hive smassed prior to establishing residence fn Kentucky. #inally, our
driver improvemeat and operatcr reeducatfon efforts in Kentucky are second to

rene.

Secretary Calvin Grayson of our Department of Transportstion advises me
some additional progrars in the future miy incluce electronic interface with the

sutomated driver reqgister service now being considered by the U, S. Congress
{Oberstar Amendrent), #nd, or-line issuance of doth original and renewal oper-

stor's license in Kentucky.

We are most hopaful that the adequate exchange of driving record infor-
mation can be sccomplished thru the cooperative efforts of stat: and fediral
government. Thank you for your interest and concern.

Julian M\Carroll

¢c: Secretary Calvin Grayson

'

‘
:
5
]

;
i
¥
i
!
}l
4
i

YT BOEE SIS LY R i




APPENDIX D
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AVGURTA, MAINE
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Jine 5, 1978

Jares B. King, Chairmen
Naticnal Transportation fSafety Board
waghington, D.C. 20394

Dear James ¥arg:

Thank ycu for your racent letter regarding the National Transportation
Safety Board's investigat.on of a truck/bus sccident in Virginia and the
recarendations regarding driver licensing which resultad frum that
investigation.

1 am taking the liberty of glaring your letter with appropriate
officials of Maine State goverrseent, asking for their review and recom-
rendation,

Asain, thank you for bringing this matter to auxr attention.

Sincerely,

.

LY

Junes B. loryley
GorreIoT

JRL:masg
Honorable Markham Gartley, Secretary of State

Col. Allan H. Weeks, Commissione:
Depariment of Public Safety

Roges L. Mallar, Cormissiones
Department of Transyorta.ion
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T, Jomes B, King, Chalrman
National Transportation Safety Eoard
Washington, D.C. 203%4

Dear Hr. King:

Thank you for your recent report and letter concerning perscns
holding valid Jriver licenses fn more than one stste.

1 have asked our Office of Highway Safety Planning to sscertain
from the Michigan Department of State what licensing safeguards
are currently being practiced in Michigan.

A person applying for a driver license in Michigan msust asfther
apply for an original license or surrender an out-cf-state license
at the time of regsstration. If the person has been 1licensed
elsevhere or if the examiner has reason to believe that the perscn
may have been licensed elsevhere, a record check {s made vith the
National Driver Register.

If the Nationsl Driver Register hss no information, but the examiner
still has resson to believe the applicent 1is licensed elsevhere,
fndividusl states can be queried.

The most obvious safeguatd to assure that drivers do not receive
sultiple Licenses s a complete and arcurate Nationel Driver
Regfster with required participation by all of the states. This
is nov being proposed by the Congress.

Again, thanks for your expressed interest in this fmporcant issue,

Warm personal regards.

Sincerely,

Dot Y. Tk

Goveraor

R St L e S S

T WA et s ek e T T
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MC PARDLE JAMES FINCH CH FYrhott
ASSISTANT COMMSSIONER COMMISSIONER 0F PUBLK SAFETY ASSISTANT CHIEF OF PATRGL

CHEF OF PATROL June 21, 1978

Mr. Juaes B. King, Chairman
National Transportation Safety Board
wWashirgton, D, C. 20394

Re: 7Tractor - Semi-trailer/School Bus
Collision and Overturn, Rustburg,
virginia, March 8, 1977

Deay Sir:

We believe that in the State of Mississippi this individ-
val's driver license would have been cancelled by our
driver improvement program if all violations had been
reported Lo our department,

As a member of the A.A.M.V.A. International Driver Li-
cense and Control Committee, we believe that the problem
of holding more than one driver licenso by a motor vehicle
opnrator cannot be prevented until all states adopt a
common fdentifier such as the social security number as
the driver license number., In this manner the states

can then crosscheck to see i7 that individual holds a
valid driver license in another state.

We know that many truck drivers ave obtaining driver
licenses in most states that they travel through., This
is done on purpose and is done by making minor changes in
the first or middle nanes., If they deny holding a valid
license when they apply for your state's driver license
it is impossible now to run a check through anyona to
establish {f thoy have given false information.

The reason, as you know, to obtain these licensss is to
switch them around so that thay do not receive too many
convictions on any one driver license. They do not want
to attract any attention to themselves by any driver im-
provement office. The citizen band radio is educating

leeeeee. PO BOX 958 @ JACKSON, MISSISSIPP 39205 @ TELEPHONE 6019821212 smmreraeee—
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these drivers in how to obtain driver licenses. The buddy
systenm is us4d in giving ench other their home address to

be usad on a driver licensn. This true address appears on
these driver Jicenses. This, in wy opinion, is why it has
been extremely hard to slow the truck down to the fifty-five
riles per hour speed limit. Many companies pay their driver's
fines. Thus, as long as they can avoid the driver improve-
ment programs they will not comply with the leaw.

We belisve that we will come up with & workable identifier
for driver licenses. We hope that all states will comply
with our recomsendations, We believe that if the Nat'onal
Drivar Register in Washington, D, C. can go on line and
serve as a clearing houss to check each astate for drivers
with more than ons license this progran will work. Once
we can be certain that all drivore have only one license
then we can remove these bad drivers from our highways.
Once they know that they can lose their driving privilege
they will hegin to obey traffic laws.

Thank you for allowing us to comment on this report.

s’.ncorely Eourzu
7:” tor

Al R, Richburg, D
Driver Services Division

ARR/P1
¢31 Mr. James Fiuch
Commissioner of Public Safety
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July 12, 1978

Mr. James B. King

Chairman, National Transportation
Safety Eoard

400 Seventh Streat, S.W.

Wachington, D.M. 20594

Dear Mr. King:

Thank you for your correspondence and the investigation report
regarding the highway accident st Rustburg, Vivginia on March 8,
1977.

Highway Safety 1s a high priority of my administration and dur-
ing my tenure in coffice I have continuzlly reiterated to our
official highvay safety family that new and aggressive prograns
shz 31d be expiored and implemented when they can add to the
safety of our motorists.

Yhe record of the truck driver in guestion pricr to the fatal
accident points up the naed that we have recognized in Missouri,
that every drivar cperating a motor vehicle Le qualified in

every respect before getting behind the wheel. We strictly ad-
here to the concept that each driver hold only one type of license
and that if his driving record reflects his inabflity to fit
simoothly into the traffic flow, that he should be taken off the
road. We will continue to strive to make this a realfty.

Thank you for this comprehensive report. I am sure it will help
our highway safety and drivers license officials in convincing
our Legislature the need to improve and upgrade our licensing
procedures,

Sincerely,

GCVERNOR
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DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES
328 WaaoHT Way
CARSON {ITY. NEVADA 851114
July 20, 1978

Jares B. King, Chairrman
Nationa! Traniportation Safety Board
Washington, D.C. 20594

Lear Mr. Xing:

Your letter of June 7, 7¢7¢, has been referred to rc }y cur Director
of the Office of Traffic Safety, Mr. John Borda.

I find this report post .nfvzmative. The Nevada statute states thae
all out-of-state applicants wko aproly fcr a Nevads driver's license
pust kave their drivirg record checked througk Natioral Register
before a permarent driver's license may e :ssued. 1° the results
from Natijonel Recister isdicate that the driver is nor cligitle te Le
licensed, Nevala dces not issue & permancrt driver's licerse until
that person has becn corpletely cleared.

Nevada presently has a criver imrrcvemert program whereby anv driver
wko has accumclated three or more demerit poirts, dbut less thar
tweive points, the depa.tment will notify him/her of this tact o
that he/she may attend » tzaffic safety schoel course to delete three
;oints from his/her record. Wwe do susresd on twelve points witir a
12-morth period.

Vevads also has a classified driver's license systern vhere eac! driver
holds only one driver's license which idertifies the tvre of viicle
he/ske is avthorized to drive.

Thank you for bringinc this verv importart rmatter rela*inc to traffic
safety to our attenticon. Ne do agree with tre Naticna®! Transrcrtation
Safety poard's reccrmerdations.,

fincerely,

WowpPRl 2o re o

Sharon F. Alcamo, Chief
Oriver's license Divisien

SPA/SD
cct  Pruce Glover
Driver's License Supervisor
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Bepartment of Transportation

PO BOX 1008
SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 8730
AONE 508827 2063

July 5, 1978

Hr. James 8, King

thalrman RE: Safety Recommendation(s)
National Yransportation Safety Board H-78-45

Washington, D.C. 20594

Dear Mr. King:

The Motor Vehicle Division of the Transporiation Department has always
followed the intent of the Compact Act {Section BN-13-23, Arcicle S) which
states: '"'Upon aoplication for & lticense to drive, the licensing avthority in
a party state shall ascertain whetrer the ap2licent has ever held or Is 3 holder
of a license to drive issued by another party state”, “rticle § further states
that if the applicant is & “older of a dicense currecty in force issued by a-
nother party state, no licerce will b2 igsusd _. 1l he surrenders such license.
The Division adheres to this orovision v_ry strongly,

At this time, we do not have a classifind driver’s licensing program which
identifies the type(s) of vehicles a driver is suthorizet to drive, Ve are im-
plementing a classified drivers® licensing program oa Janvary 1, 1979, which
will place us in compliance with N.H.T.S. Highway Safaty Program Standards (HSP)
No. 5.

Tre Hotor Yehicle Division of the Transportation Depsrtmeant plso has im-
piemented 3 program which identifies problem drivers and does make an effort to
reduce the frequency of their involvement in traffic accidents. This program
entails warning letters which advises the ticensee of the accumulation of de-
merit points due to being convicted for traffic offenses. 17 the licensee con-
tirugs to drive adversely and accumulates more points and reaches a point level
of twelve (12}, he is then suspended for a period of one {1) year. He does
have the opportunity, voluntarily, to attend a Driver Improvement Course, wrich
if he attends and successfully completes the course, his point leve! of tweive
(12) or more points are reduced to below the twelve-point level of suspension.

We are now experiencing 3 very low percentage of repeaters since the program
was implemented. It is true that the present program is rot & Full=-8lown Oriver
improvement Program, but it is & step forward in the direction of the implements-
tion in the future of an extensive DI Program,
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Overall, the Motor Vehicle Division is making a concerted effort to compl
with the Safety Program Stendard (HSPS) No. J. e

If you have any further questions please do not hasitate to call on us.

Sincerely,

-7
RUBEN MIERA
Secretary

e it
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ALBANY 12224
REBEART 4 WMOAZADO
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Dear Mr. FKing:

Cn behalf of Governor =~ rey, 1 ackncwledge
with thanks a copy of the report “"Tractor-
Semitrailer/Schoolbus Colliision and Overturn,
Rustburg, Virginia, March 8, 1977" transmitted
with your letter of June 7.

Sincerely,

Clerfilfre—

Mr. Jatnes B. King, Chairman

Naticnal Transportation
Safety Board

Washington, D. C. 20394
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
OFFICE OF THE GOVEANOR
RALEIGH 2761t

Jases B Huat Jn

Govianca July 7, 1978

Dear ¥Mr. King:

Thirs will acknowledge and thank yuu for your letter of June 7, 1vs»0
concerning “Tractor-Senitrailer/Schoolbus Collisinn and Overturn,
Rusthurg, Virginia, March 8, 1977". It is a genuine source of
concern to me to learn of tragic crashes such as this one, and }
share my deepest sympathy for the parents of the three young students
who were killed in this tragely.

Noxrth Carclirna has been very progressive in its total highway safety
programs for many years and 1 assure you it will continue to be.
Since the National Highvay Safety Act was enacted in 1966, North
Carolina has put forth every effort to comply with the eighteen
standards. In the area of driver licensing, our state legislature

in 1977 enacted legislation regquiring special examination and licens-
ing for motorcyclists. This is another important step in complying
with the recoumendations in Standard Five.

I have also been &dvised that the U.N.C. Highway Safety Research
Center has contracted a research study with the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration in the area ¢f licensing operators
who drive commercial vehicles.

I would be pleased to recelve all concrete information you teéeive
from the other states relative to this matter in order that this
information may be assessed by the appropriate people for possible
legislation in our state.

With warrmest regards,

Mr. James B. King, Chajrman
Natfonal Transportatfon Safety Board
Washinjton, D. C. <0594
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STATE OF OHIO
OFFICE OF THL GOVERNOR

CoLuMBUS 43213
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Jure 14, 1978

Mr. Jawes B. King, Chatrman
National Transportation Safety Board
Washington, 0.C. 20594

pDear He, Kiag:

Thank you for your letter of June 7, enclosing & report,
“Tractor-Semttrailer/Schoolbus Collifsfon and Overturn,
Rustburg, Virginfa, March 8, 1977,

I am forwarding this revealing, fnvestigative report to my

Otrector of Highway Safety so that he might be informed of
this serfous matter.

1 appreciate your courtesy fn providing me with this vital

taformation.
Sincerely,
(::S;:-\ 4!«/
. 3

. RHODE
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June 16, 1378

Mr. James B. Kirg, Chairmsn
National Transportation Safety Board
Washington, D. C. 20591

Dear Mr. King:

Thank you for your recent letter and enciosure concarning the
National Transportation Safety Board's investigation o. a recent
highway accident at Rustburg, Virginia,

After | have had an cpportunily o review this material, | will be
forwarding it to Dr. Donald Dahlin, Secretary of the Deparument

of Public Safety, for his information and review,

With every best wish, | remain

Sincecely L~

ICHARD F y/
GCOVERNOR

RFK: jdg

cc: DOr. Donatd Dahlin, Secrelary
Depar tment of Public Safety
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STATE OF TENNESSEE

EXECUTIVE CHAMBER
June 23, 1978 Nashwille 37219

Hr. James B. King, Chairman
National Transpartation Safety Board
washingion, 9. C. F{ st

Dear Hr. Xing:

This 1s written fn acknowledgenent of your correspondonce
dated June 7. 1978, and signed by Francis H. McAdams.

ihe Tennessee Depactment of Safety is charged with the
responsidility of issuing driver licenses in thic State, maintain-
ing driving records of all operators licensed in Tennessee, and
enforcing compliance with the State's driver ifcense laws, as
enacted by the Tennessee Gereral Assemdbly. Accordingly, s copy
of your investigative renort, “Tractor-Seinftrafler/Schoolbus
Collision and Overturn, Rustbuin. Virginia, March 8, 1977, will
be made avatlable to the appropriate personnel within that depart-
ment for review.

Thank you very much for your consideration in providing

us with & copy of your compilation of findings fn this particular
occurrence, vhich relates Lo a matter of mytual ind oriwe concern,

-~ Zin erel)%
/]' 3 4\ &1

Reproduced from
best available copy.
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TYEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

a3 SEOS N LAMAR BIVD - BOX 4007 - AUSTIA TIXAS 7877}

June 72, 1978

2.1

[ IN T T
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AN DR LION Cma? {1 ab-

COvnw -0l s,

Kr. Jaxes B. King

Chefrman

Kations] Transportation Safecry Board
Washington, v, C. 2039%¢

Dear Mr. King:

Covernor Briscce has asked me to respond to your letrer of June 7, as this
Departeent has the drivers license responsibilicty fn the State of Texss.

We are in toral sgreevent with your recommendations, aré Texas does have 3
driver Sfsprovement prograz that §s designed to $dentify prodlem drivers and
teke sppropriate action consistent with szatutory authority. However, we do
0%, at the presert time, have clear statutory suthority to {splemint the

one licente concept In tis fullest sense, even though wve fully sgrec with the
principle.

1 wish to commend the Board for 1ts actfon in calling this fmportant matter
to the attention of the etates, an3 I'w suve §t will produce positive resulcs.

S$incerely yours,

Yot i

peir
Director

¥ES:wTd

ce: Mr. Ken Clapp, Executive Assistant
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APPENDIX D

AGENCY OF TRANSPORTATION OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Montpelier, Vermont (802

DEPARTMENTS OF.
Highway
Asronsutics
Motor Vehicles
Public Cesriers June 18,

Netionsl Trensportation Ssfaty Board
Office of the Chatruen
Washington, DC 20591

Attentfon: Jeme Xi Cheirmen
Desr Mr., Xing;

Your letter of Junse 7th addressed to the Fonorable Richard A,
Saelling, Governor of Vermcat, has been veferred to ma for etten-
tion,

I am sure you sre awvere that the courts have ruled that op-
erating & motor vehicle fs & privilege vhica connor be vithdrswm
lightly ond much litigation hes occurred in sttempting to suspend
operaters who ore Lelfeved to be 8 prodlea driver,

The one *{cense cnncept works well in theory, but fn practice
it does work & hardship on the operstors., For exarple; Nev Hemp-
shire has the one license concept law and 1f & vesident of Few
Hampshire {s employed in Massszchusetts,.thst state requires an
oparator's license to be fssued by that stete to ba edle to opersts
wotor vehicles in Massschusetts, When Nev Hawpshire fosues & 1i-
cense to him, they conflecete the Massschusetts license, then the
fellow has no right to operate sotor vehicles in Hessachusatte,

The license i3 required in the stite of residency ond many etites
require a license to operste point to point, or {f stationed in that
state for employment purposes.

The Nstional Drive. Register st the present time cannot deal
with this situstion s¢ thair records are not prooptly updated.
Actuilly & state connot depend fully on the imformation recefved
from the National Driver Register.

Claseified licenses a3 recomended by the Unifora Vehicle
Code §o a progrem that is expensive to sdminister snd the sasll
states such ss Vermont have rot been sble to obtein Legislative
appr~val fer the funds required to inftiaste the progranm,

cont'd
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1 do believe this {s & problem which needs attentioo snd
Vermort will contfnue to seek solutfons for the removel of the
ptoblea drivers from the highways,

Sincergly,
,ﬁ[ ,;71 LY T —

Ronald E. W, Crisman
Secretary

RIWC /s
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Jour & Dgtip- oﬂ’o" o’f*f Gﬂ'frﬂ{"f
il Rickmond 21215

June 8, 1978

Mr. James B. King, Chairman
Natfional Transportation Safety Board
Vashington, D. C. 20594

Pear Mr. King:

In Governor Dalton's absence, thank you for

your letter of June 7 and copy of the investi-
gation report of the highway accident at Rust-
burg, Virginia, titled "Tractor-Semitrailer/
Schovlbus Collisfon and Overturn.”

1 know the Governor will went to review
this {nformation which will also be shared
with other appropriate Stete officilals.

.

Larry \E. purphy
Senior EXecutive Ussistant
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S ENGTOMN DEPARTMENT OF LICENSING

Heghit,n Lceram Buding. Oymp s Wamhngion M504 200783 10
R Y. Woodhouss, Drocror

June 22, 1978

Dixy Loe By
Governy

Mr. 3ames F. Xing, Chairman
National Transportation Safety Board
Wasbingten, D.C. 205381

Dear Nr. King

Pecause the Department of Licensing sdministers the driver 1icense
programs, Governor Dixy Lee Ray bas acked me to respond to your
letter of June 7, 1878.

1 certainly agree with you that the removal of problem drivers from
our highways would help prevent highway traffic accidents and save
many laves. Op behalf of these very goals, the State of ¥Washington
strictly conforms to the one-license concept.

Before a Washington driver license is issued, the applicant must
surrender al}l out-of-jurisdiction licenses to this department. In
addition, the rame of each applicant for original Washington license
is checked with the National Driver Register in Washington, D.C. to
determine if the individual has been suspended or revoked by another
Jurisdiction,

1f the individual indicates on his application that his driving
privilege has been suspended or revoked in another state, no licerse
will be issued. Instead, the other state will be requested to
forward the person's driving record and suspension information for
our review and appropriate action.

The Department of Licensing administers several on-going driver
improvement programs. These are designed to identify problem drivers
and assign them to behavior modification programs in an effort to
reduce the frequency of their involvement in traffic accidents and
other violations. A special program exists for individuals who have
been involved in alcohol-related #~cidents/violations. Even though
these programs seem successful, the department periodically re-
evaluates them to assure their effectiveness.

I appreciate and share your concern for the safety of everyone who
travels our highways. If 1 may be of service to you at any time,
please let me know.

Sincerely
R. ¥ éoodhouse ’
Director

RY¥:mj
cc Governor Ray
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APPENDIX E

The Current National Driver Register Law

Public Law 8§9-563
80 Stat. 730

YTITLE EV—NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER

Sec. 401. The Act entitled “*An Act to piovide for a register in the
Department of Commerce® in which shall be listed the names of certain
oersons who have had their motor vehicle operator’s licenses tevoked y
approved July 14, 1960, as amended (74 Stat. 526;23 U.S.C. 313 note),
is hereby amended to read ss follows: **That the Secretary of Cominerce
shall establish and maintain a register identifying each individual reporied
to him by a State, or political subdivision thereof, as an if iividual with
respect to whom such State or political subdivision has denied, term-
nated, or temporarily withdrawn (except a withdrawal for less tian six
months based on a series of ronmoving violations) an individual's Hicense
of privilege 1o operate 2 motor vehicle.

“Sec. 2. Only at the request of a State, a political subdivision thereof,
ot a Federal department or agency, shall the Secretary furnish informa-
tion contained in the register established under the first section of this
Act, and such information shall be furnished only to the requesting
party and only with respect to an individual applicant for a motor vehi-
cle operator’s license or permit.

“Sec.3. As used in this Act, the term ‘State’ includes each of the sev-
eral States, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the District of Columbia,
Guam, the Virgin Islands, the Canal Zone, and American Samoa.”

Approved September 9, 1966, 1:10 p.m.

* This Act is now administered by the U.S. Department of Transpotta-
tion.
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Safety Board Comments on Needed National Driver
Register Improvements for Consideration in
the Department of Transportation
Driver Register Evaluation

National Transporiation
Safety Board

Wwasnnglon BC 20591

Oftice of the
Charman

26 JuUL W19

Natfonal Highvay Traffic
Safety Adminfstration

Room 5108

400 7th Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20590

RE: Docke:r No. 79-0%
Dear Sir:

The Nitional Transportation Safety Board spprecistes the opportunity
to comment on Docket No. 79-09 regarding the Rational Driver Register
(NDR) study being performed in accordance with Section 204 of the
Surface Transportation Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-399).

The Safety Board supports a centralized tnformation system to help
fdentify individuals vho have poor driving recorda, We also endorse the
one-1fcense concipt and believe that a central information file such as
the NDF. can be a valuable tool in its enforcement.

The NDR has been in operation since 1961. However, it has not kept
pace with technology, and while the Yasic file and nunber of irquiries
has grown steadfly, the NDR's full potential for use and benefits has not
yet been realized.

Your notice 1ists five study aress to be covered in the National
Highwvay Traffic Safety Administratfon’'s (NHISA) NDR Congressional study,
Those areas ate somevhat fnterrelated and technical,

The Safety Board offers the following couments tegarding the specific
study aress:

1. Information to be contaired in the systen

The Safety Board suggests thac s ssssive Federal data file
duplicating State treffic record systems should not be applied,
and an on-line system uvsing only basic {dentsfiers -~ driver, Srate
of 1icenre, and State of violations -- be developed.

By enploying technological innovations, the Federal NDR can
act a8 a directory or pointer system that can divect inquiring
States to other States vhere the subject driver has a record. The
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response should be through an on-ifne computer network. It
vould be unnecescary to accumulate and maintain a msssfve Federal
dats file duplicating State records.

2. The acceseibilfty of such informatfon (includinpg privacy

safeguards)

The Safety Board belfeves the statutory requirements that
vere placed on the NDR when it was enacted nearly 20 years ago
may no longer de valid., (Access i currently limited to State
and Federal driver licensing suthorities to check aew and renewal
driver license applications.) In our biennial revievs to Congress
fr. 1976 and 1978, we referenced the need tc evaluate the NDR to
Justify expansion of its statutory purpose.

In 1972, the Safely Board recommend2d (H-72-43) that the
NHTSA request legislation to have barardous violstions included
in the NDR and that commercfal motor vehicle drivers' records
should be available to motor carriers sceking a pre-employment
check of applicant drivers, as required by Federal Motor Carrier
Safety Regulatfon (FMISR) 391.2). A similar recoamendation
(H=73-25} issued in 1973 was developed as a result of our in-
vestigation of a sericus traffic accident in which the offending
driver had such & poor driving record, he prodably would not have
been hived by an interstate trucking fira 1f a thorough review
had been made of his record. Those recommendstions vere relevant
to the present NDR system. The nev NDR would fnvolve different
technology which does not require cthe addition of these data to
the Federal system. Rather, it should contain minimum data anAd
should "point” to the State where the subject's driver record
would be obtained electronically. The new NDR system should
make the hazardous violatfon fnformstion availadle to drivar
licensing authorities,

We believe that current Federal and State privacy lavs are
sdequate to protect individuals® rights. In most States, driver
records gre = patter of public record. NOR privacy of drivers
should be protected dy & series of computer security checks to
guard sgainst unauthorized inquiries.

3. The necessary cooputer electronic equipwent

The Safety Board believes that the state-of-the-srt is such
that tf computer and computer progras suppliers are given s set
of specifications, they should be able to devise a cost-efficlent
eystea. Such a system should be able to allow the States in which
the sudject driver has a record to transmit records to the inquir-
ing State. This vould be achieved on-lfine electronically with
appropriate Federal/State covputer fnterfaces.
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Yor example, the afrline industry and AMTRAXK have already
devised ocn-line computer systems that handlc thousands of trans-
actions datly to schedule psssengers. A sfailsr on-1ine system
could be considered to enable State driver license authorities to
obtalo ifastant informaticn on indfviduals with poor driver records.

4. Means of keepiog information currzat

Using the basfc system deacribed in No. 3, the information
available in the Stete file would be as current as the State
waintains it. This systea would be more sccurate 4nd timely than
one in vhich States prepare vecords and submit them to & Federal
file.

S. Whethar an KDR can effectively operate on a State voluntary
participation basfs

The Ssfety Board delieves that if technological fnnovation is
spplied, a fcasible or~lice, instant-response NDR can be developed
and demonstrated. We believe States will be likely to participate
voluntarily. Commercisl cerriers also need better driver record
evaluations of prospective employees,

In ozder to strengthen Fedaral/State use of the NDR, ve
suggest the establishment of an Advisory Committee or Board com-
prised of sppropriate State, Federal, and private interests. This
sdvisory group could provide technical and policy guidelines to
enable the development and maintensnce of an NDK system that will
be as responsive as possidle to the needs of the system users.

Because of the sudstantial program thanges required, we
recomaerd that NHTSA carefully structure implementation snd evai-

ustion plsns. The implesentatior plan vill be nceded to thoroughly

explain the new progran to the $tates, private sector, and the
public. The evalustion plan will be necesssry to detercine, as 2
minisum, the effectiveness of the changes fn terus of the fdenti-
fication of i1ndividusls vith poor driving records vho are spylying
for nevw/reneval licenses or employmeat ss s commercial driver.

A desonstretion program should also be considered to shov
that the NDR system §s feasible. It should contain a variety of
high-lov volume users and videly geographically distributed States.

In summary, the Safety Board favors the development of a new NDR.
That devealopoent should fnclude the comments in ths five study sress.
Substantial fnput from the States, the private sector, and the pudlic
fs also neaded. This will encoursge fncressed use by the States.
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Further, we believe that motor carriers should heve access (via
s State motor vehicle agency) to the KOR for the pirpose of reviewing
epplicant driving records as requited by MCSK's.

Sincejely yours,
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APPENDIX G

The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations Pertaining to
Detection and Control of Problem Commercial Drivers

§391.35 Disqualification of drivers.

ta) Generc ™ A driver who is dlsquall-
fied shall not drive s commercial
motor vehicle. A motor carrier shall
not require or permit & driver who is
disqualified tv drive & commercial
motor vehicle.

(b) Disqualification for loss of driv-
inp privileges. A driver iz disqualified
for the durstion of his loss of his privi-
Jege Lo operate a commercis] motor ve-
hicle on public highways, either tem-
porarlly or permanently, by reason of
the revocstion, suspension, withdraw-
al, or denla} of an operator's llense,
permit, or privilege, untll that opera-
tor's license, penmit, or privilege s re-
stored by the authority that revoked,
suspended, withdrew, or denled it.

(¢) Disqualification for criminal
misconduct—(1) Genercl rule. A driver
who is convicted of, or fosfeits bond or
collateral upon a charge of, a disquall-
fying offerse specified tn paragraph
(e) €2) of this saction s disqualified fou
the period of time specified in para-
graph (¢} (3) of this section If —

(1) The cifense nas committed after
December 31, 1970, and

(1) The offense was committed while
the driver sas driving & molor vehile
tn the employ of & motor carrfer or In
furtherance of a commercis] enles-
prise In Interstate, intrastate, or for-
elign coounerce.

(3) Disgqualifying offenses The fol-
Jowing c¢lfenses are disqualllying of-
fenses:

1) Openating & motor vehicle while
under the influerce of aleochol, an am-
phetamine, s narcotic drug, s formula-
tion of an amphetamine, or s deriva.
tive of » narcotic drug.

(1) A crimme involving the knowing
transportation, kncwing possession, or
wndaxful usz of armpheiamines, nar-
cotlc drugs, formulations of an am-
phetamine, or derfvatives of narcclic

{i1) Leaving the scene of an accident
which resulted in personal Injury or
desth.

(tv) A felony involving the ute of &
motor vehicle.

(3) Duraticn of disquclifcatlion for
erimingl misconduct—(i) First offend-
ers. A driver ts disqualified for 1 year
after the date of his conviction or for-
feiture of bond or collateral if, during
the 3 years preceding that date, be
was not convicted of, and did oot for-
{felt bond or collsteral upon & charge
of, an offense that would disquallly
him under the rales of this secdon.

(1) Subsequent offenders. A driver s
disqualified for 3 years after the date
of his conviction or forfefiure of bond
or collsteral If, during the 3 years pre-
ceding that date, he was convicted of,
or forfeited bond or collsteral upon a
charge of, an offense that would dis-
&mu;r him under the rules in this sec-

(37 FR 24902 Nov. 13, }in3)
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§ 09121 Application for employmeut

(3) Except a3 provided in Subpart O
of this part, s person s’all not drive &
motor vehicle unless hie has completed
and furnished the molor carrier that
employs him with sn application for
employment that meets the require-
ments of paragraph (b) of this section.

(b) The application for employment
shal]l be made on & form furnished by
the motor carrier. Esch applicatioa
form must be completed by the sppil-
cant, must be signed by him, and must
contaln the folloaing information:

(1) The name and address of the em-
ploying motor carrier;

(3) The applicant’s name, sddress,
date of blth, and social security
number;

€3) The addresses ot which the sppll-
cant has resided during the 3 ycars
preceding the date on which the appli-
cation (s submitted;

{¢) The date on which the applica-
tion s subnitted;

(5) The issulng State, number, and
expiration date of each unexplred
motor vehicle operator's license or
pennit that hias been {ssued to the ap-
plicant;

(8) The nature and extent of the ap-
plicant's experience In the operstion
of motor vehlicles, including the type
of equipment (such as buses, trucks,
truck trec.ors, semitratlers, full trall-
ers, an ' ole tratlers) which he has op-
erated;

(1 A st of all motor vehicle accel-
dents in which the applicant wis in.
volved during the 3 years preceding
the date the spplication {s submitted,
specifying the date and rature of e2ch
socident and any fatalities or personal
injuries it cavsed;

(8) A list of all violations of moto:
vehicle laws or ordinances (other than
riolations involving only parking) of
which the applicant was convicted or
forfelted bond or collateral during the
3 years preceding the date the spplica-
tion s submitted;

(9 A statement setting forth In
detall the facts and circumstances of
any denis], revocation, or swpension
of any license, permit, or privilege to
operate & motor vehicle that has been
fssued to the »dplicant, or 8 statement
that no such denial, revocation, or sus-
pension has oocurred;

(10) A list of the names and address-
es of the spplicant’s employers during
the 3 years preceding the date the ap-
plication (s submitted, together with
the dates he was employed by, and his
reason for leaving the employ of, each
employer; and

(11) The following certification and
signature Jine, which must sppear at
the ¢nd of the application form and be
signed by the spplicant:

This certifles that thls applicetion <ess
compleled by me, and thet all entries on K
and Information In 13 are Lrue and compiete
Lo the best of my knowledge.

{Date)

(Applicant's signsture)

(¢) A moler cartier may require an
apylicant Lo provide information in ad-
dition » the {nformation required by
parsgraph (b) of this section on the
spplication form.

(d) Before an spplicaticn Ls submit-
ted. the motor carrier shall inform the
spplicant thit the information he pro-
vides in accordance with parsgraph (b)
(10) of this section may be used, and
the agpplicant's ptlor employcrs may
be contacted, for the purpose of Inves-
tigating the appiicant’s background as
required by § 391.23.

(35 FR 6180, Apr. 22, 1970, a8 amended at 33
FR 11420, Novr. 1), 1#19)




$3571.23 1Investigstion end inquiries.

(a) Except as provided in Subpart O
of this part, each molor carrier shall
mske the following investigations and
inquiries with respect to each driver it
employs, other than s person who has
been & regularly employed driver ol
the motor carrier for & continuous
'1,:‘?104 which began vefore January i,

(1) An inquiry into the driver's driv-
ing record durirng the preceding 3
years to the sppropriate sgency of
every 8tale L1 which the driver held s
motor vehicle operstor's license or
pennit during those § years, ard

(2} An Investigation of the driver's
employment record during the preced.
ing 3 years.

(b) The inquiry to 8tate egencles ve-
quired by paragreph (3 1) of this sec-
tion must be made within 30 days of
the date the driver's employmen.

199125 Annuslseview of driving record.

Except a3 provided in Subpart O oi
this past, each motor carrler shall, st
Jesst onze every 12 months, review the
driving record of each driver it em-
ploys (o determine whelhir that
driver meets minimum requirements
for safe driving or is 4disqualified o
drive a motor vehicle pursuant to
$391.15. In reviewing s driving record,
the motor carrlier must consider any
evidence that the driver has violated
appifcadble provisions of the Federal

* APPENDIX G

bezins and shall be miade in the form
and manner those sgencies prescribe.
A copy of the response by each Btate
sgency, showing the driver's driving
record or cerilfying that no driving
record exists for that driver, shall be
retained In the carzier's files as pert of
the driver’s quaiification file.

(c) The Investigation of the ariver’s
employment record required by pars-
graph (a) (D) of this section must be
made within 30 days of the date his
employment begins. The tnvestigation
roay consist of personal interviews,
telephone interviews, letters, or any
other method of obteining informa-
tion that the carrier dezms appropri-
ste. Esch motor carrfer nsust make &
wtitten record with respect to each
past employer who wes ccntacted. The
record musi include the past enploy-
er’s name and sddress, the date he was
contacted, and his comments with re-
spoct to the driver, The record shall be
retained fn the nuotor carrier’s files ¢s
part of the driver’s qualification file.

[35 FR 8480, Apr. 32, V10, a8 amended ot 33
PR 17420, Nov. 1), 1610}

Mctor Carrier Bafety ¥ . glat,ons and
the Hazaruous Materi 1. degulations.
‘The motor carrier i 5t also consider
the diivers sceigent recoid and any
evidence thac the driver P violated
Jaws governing the >peration of motor
vehicles, and must give grest welgini io
viclations. suck s spesding, revkless
driving. and ope-wfing wht'e uinder the
{nfluence of sir>hol or drugs, that In-
dicate tiiai the czlver has exhibited a
disregard for tae saiety of the public.
A note, seiting forth the 4s’¢ npon
which the review sas performed and
the nime of the person who reviesen
the driving record, shall be included /.
the driver’'s qualification flic.
(35 FR 8480, Apr. 22. 1910, s amended <./,
FR 11430, Nov. 13, 1970)
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02T Raverd of vislations.

(n) s.xeepd &¢ provided (n Bubpanrt O
of bl uast, cuci: motor carvier shall,
at least ones every 18 months, require
sy driver It saieoe 40 prepare and
furan it wit® a 1wt of all violatlons of
Noler wohice traffie laws and ordin.
ances Sothy U an violations Involving
only 3arkl,: of which the é&river Las
deen convicied or on secount of vhich
he has forfeited dond or collatersl
during the preaeding 12 months.

4] h driver shall furnish the lst
required in sccordance with
(a) of this section. 1f the driver has
not tom onvicted of, or forfeited
bon: or v steral on adccount of, any
Aolstion which must be listed, he
shall 8n ¢artify,

(¢, The forra of thy driver's lst or
eertificstinn shall be prescribed by the
motor carrier. The fol'owing form may -
be used to comply witn this section:

Moros Youns Durvm's Coririsnes

T eertify that the Fo"'ew g L - e and complets dot of Lraflie vislations (eihet Lhin parking viels-
tiong) for « hich § havi beta o <. of o¢ Torfeited bond of collsters) furlng Lhe padt 11 Bmeeiha

Dude sehiels
o conriciion L e Lacelion %

X RN TRRSEEE C

- W & w4 eSS

" - ® un e —

L RV L

1 pe vialationg are Hetat mu.muwmmmumm'mmm«nmmuounm
08 Sooduit #F any violstion  ~3u'ro 1 10 be Listed Surtng Ihe past 12 mosths '

(Dalt o seruliaun’ ' (Drivers signdinre)
(Moter carrigre 3 60 (Holar oarriers bbdrom)
- Raviewrd by Bgaa’ait, (TRie)

(d) The votar carrier srel’ yetaln
the st ¢r certiticate required ¥t this
sectian, or & copy of I, in its files »s
pari of the driver's qualification file.

(38 PR 6460, As:. 33, 1970, su umended ot 38
TR 11420, Nov. 1), 1976;

§992.42 Notificaion of lcense revocalion

A driver who peceives & notics that
his Jicense, pemalt, or privilege o op-
erste 8 molor vehkle has t«,n
voked, suspended, of withdrawm ¢

notlly the motor eartier that
ol u r thatl emaplan

the contents of the
before the end of the dusiness day (o).
Jowing the dsy he received it.

185 PR 6404, Ape. §3, 109)
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APPENDIX H

Safety Board Investigations of Heavy Truck Accidents
Involving Problem Commercial Drivers

MAJOR INVESTICATIONS
Date Adopted

“Tank-Truck Cosbination Overtutn Onto 10/18/72
Volkswagen MNicrubus Followed by

Five: U.S. Route §11, Moscow,

Peansylvania, September 3, 1371"

Report No. Report Ti¢le

NTSB-HAR-72-0

"Propane Tractor-Seaitrailer 5/24/713
Overturn and Five, U.S. Route 501,
Lynchburg, Virginis, March 9, 192"

NTSE-HAR-73-3

"“rractor-Seaitratler/Schoolbus 2/23/378
Colitston and Overtura, Ruestbutg,
Virginia, March 8, 197"

NTSB-HAR-78-1

LIMITED INVESTICATIONS

Accident Safety 3oard
__Date ocatic Decket No.

1/24/78
1/26/19
5/21/18
11/18/778
9/8/18
512118
3/20/78
5/15/718
12/17/78
1167718
3/9/73
/21719
/77718
3/2/78
111719
12/14/78
11/2/18
5! 5719

Dallas, Texas

W. Greeavich, hiode Tsland
Louisville, Keatucky
Moses Lake, Washington
Laranie, Wyoming

Ludowict, Georgla

Ocala, Florida

leon, Xanssa.

Hanover, Virginta
Savannah, Ceorgia

Boise, Idaho

Little Rock, Arkansas
Cheektovaga, New York
¥inthrop, [owa

Rapid City, South Dakois
balton, Ceorgla

Firestone, Colorado
Warfordsburg, Pennsylvanta

HY-125-79%
HY-141-79
HY-14€-29
HY-114-78
HY-153-7¢9
HY-177-19
HY-347-79
HY-119-79
HY-122-7%
HY-96-78

HY-171-7%
HY-130-79
HY-144§-79
HY-104-78
HY-134-79
HY-178-79
HY-116-78
HY-183-79
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Accident
Date

1/31/18
11/27/18
11/5/11
4/13/18
211479
3/13/1%
2122119
10/19/18
5/28/18
10/18/:8
/11718
10/4/78
1/30/19
§/20/78
/19718
9/8/178
16/17718
10/1/78
/9718
8/13/18
8/22/18
11/15/18
10/24/07

Location

Stamping Grouud, Kentucky
tdgemcnt, Scuth Dakota
Buffalo, Missourd
Winner, South Dakota
Lamar, Pennsylvania
Aldcen, New York

Bush (reek, Peunsylvania
Deerwood, Minnescta
Brookville, Indiana
Winfleld, Kansas

Morgarn, Utah

Oakridge, Oregon
Ragerstown, Maryland
Loganville, Geoxgis
Richmond Hill, Ceorgl:
Blue Earth, Minnesota
Bells, Tennesses
Lincoln, Nebraska
Houston, Texas

Moreau, New York

Pasco, Washinzton
Buckeye, Arizcna
Marshfield Wocd, Wisconsin

Safery Board
_Docket No.

HY-175-79
HY-132-79
KEY-106-78
KEY-131-79
HY-139-79
HY-184-29
HY-143-79
HY-173-19
HY-124-79%
HY-176-1%
HY-1%1-79
HY-13%4-79
Hy-138-79
HY-97~-79

Ht-127-79
HY-133-19
Hy-128-79
HY-136-79
HY-107-18
HY-185-79
HY-169-79
HY-113-18
HY-103-18
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